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Fort Bragg, California 
August 29, 1960 
10:00 o'clock A. M. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: By way of opening up this meeting, this is a 
scheduled hearing of the Senate Permanent Fact Finding Committee on Natural 
Resources, created pursuant to the provisions of Senate Resolution 135 of the 


. 


1959 Session, 


This hearing is being held to receive testimony relative to 
Senate Bill 444 of the 1959 Regular Session, which bill would change the status 
of the sea lion from a conditionally protected to a non-protected mammal and 
would create a sea lion refuge. 

Following the discussion on Senate Bill 444, the committee will 
entertain testimony on Senate Bill 1262 of the 1959 Regular Session, which bill 
would permit the re~-instatement of a hunting license which was cancelled because 
the license bearer negligently killed or wounded another person while hunting. 

All witnesses are requested to identify themselves for the record 


and to speak clearly so that all testimony will be properly recorded. And I 


might ask, too, as a personal favor to the committee if everyone will be just as 


quiet as possible, because I don't know how this room is on its acoustics and 
whether or not it can pick up everybody's voice as the witnesses give their 
testimony. 

Now, just in the way of introducing the committee so that you 
people might know who we are: over on my extreme right is Senator Virgil 
O'Sullivan, from the Town of Williams. Next to him is the Executive Secretary 
of the committee, Mr. Ford B. Ford. Over on my extreme left is Senator 


Jack Hollister, of Santa Barbara, and next to him, coming back this way, is 


Senator Ronald Cameron, of Auburn, and next to me on my immediate left is 
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Senator Stanley Arnold, of Susanvilie. I am Howard Williams from Porterville, 


Tulare County. 


Some of the committee members have not been able to attend 
because of conflicts with other committees, and no doubt your own Senator, 
Senator Slattery will be here before too long, but rather than to wait, why, we 
are going to start the hearing at once, and then, as other members join us, why, 
we will introduce them as they come in. 

The first person that I want to call on now is Mr. Harry Anderson, 
Deputy Director of the Department of Fish and Game. Mr. Anderson, if you will 
come forward and take this first seat, I believe, so that your voice will be 
properly recorded, and then you go ahead and proceed. 

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you, Senator, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, I want to introduce one other person, 
Excuse me, Harry. Mr. Hook is at the end of the table, the Sargeant-at-Arms 
of the Senate, and he is the man who is running the recording machine here for 


us today. 


You proceed now, Mr. Anderson. 


HARRY ANDERSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 


MR. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am 
Harry Anderson, Department of Fish and Game. Ihave a, possibly a rather 
lengthy report here with me. We endeavored to give quite a resume' of the sea 
lion problem. 

In any discussion of sea lions, people can be divided into two 
violently different camps ~~ those who hate them and those who love them. 
There does not appear to be a middle ground or halfway meeting point. 
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The history of agitation to do away with sea lions in California dates back 
to 1899. Since then the battle has raged. In all cases, proposals for population 


reductions have been met by counter reaction. In some cases, moves for 


stronger protection have resulted when sea lion populations appeared to have 


declined. 


Recorded high point of the sea lion population in California was in 
the 1850's. From about 1860 to 1870 many thousands -were killed and rendered 
for oil, An era of protection followed. By 1899, another move to reduce the 
herds had started. 

Another ten years saw a protection move in 1909, followed in 
1927 by a reverse trend, Since then the pressures have swung sporadically. 
Generally, agitation for reduction foliows a scarcity in some food or game fish, 
as when a salmon decline occurred two years ago. 

In 1901 and 2 and in 1945 to 46, the Department undertook 
organized control programs as the result of pressure from the public. The 
early effort was ineffective. In the latter trial, after two days of work by 15 
men, effort was abandoned after the dispatch of 350 pups. Difficulties of killing 
and recovering and burying the carcasses were extreme. Public indignation ran 
high. 

Sea lions will never be as abundant in California as they were 
a hundred years ago, when tens of thousands of them occupied the rocks and 
beaches all along the coast. The pressures of human population have driven 
them from many areas, and they are found in numbers only in isolated places. 

The first official census was made in 1926. It showed 6, 100 


Steller sea lions in Northern California and 900 California sea lions in the 


south, 





The Steller sea lion is the group that we refer to that's primarily from Point 


Conception north, and the California to the south, although there is some over-~ 


lapping. This count, and those made subsequent}, *hrough 1947, did not include 


a count of pups because the mortality rate in the young is so great that their 
inclusion would not have much meaning. 

In 1928, the count was 4, 900 Stellers and 1400 Californias. 

The 1930 census was almost the same as 1927. 

In 1936, the inventory showed 4, 900 Stellers and 2, 500 
Californias. The numbers were a little different in 1938: 5, 800 and 2, 000. 
Although the military expended countless thousands of rounds of ammunition 
on the rookeries during wartime practice, this appeared to have no effect on the 
population. The 1947 court showed 5,700 Stellers and 3,000 Californias. 

The next count was made in 1958, It was more comprehensive 
and efficient than the earlier counts. This census utilized airplane observation 
and aerial photos. Because the pups could not be distinguished they were 
included. The count was substantially above the earlier ones: 7, 1000, in 
Northern California -- that's from Oregon to Point Conception -- mostly 
Stellers, and 12, 600 in Southern California, almost all of which were around 
the Channel Islands. Allowing ten percent for inclusion of pups and 20 percent 
for increased efficiency and coverage, the total statewide increase is calculated 
to have been in total 5,600, This was almost entirely in the Channel Island 
area and may have resulted from increased fish populations that followed the 
influx of high temperature of ocean waters that commenced in 1957, 

The latest aerial census was made in the early summer, 1960. 
Unfortunately, dense fog and conflicting plane schedules precluded counting 
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in Southern California. However, the count was made from Oregon to Point 


Conception. Techniques were similar to those of 1958, and the results are 


comparable, The total count was 6,000 from Point Conception north, a drop of 


1,100 or 16 percent in two years. 

We can conclude from the above count that the Steller sea lion 
population of Central and Northern California varies from 5,000 to 7,000 and is 
generally near the present level of 6,000. The California sea lions fluctuate 
much more violently, from about 1,000 to 13,000. Because the center of their 
population is in Mexico, and they inhabit an area characterized by wider 
fluctuations in both water temperature and fish abundance than the Stellers of 
Northern California, this wide range in numbers is to be expected. 

Both species of sea lion found in California are known to feed on 
fish and squid. Because of the difficulty in capturing sea lions while they are 
feeding, their rapid rate of digestion, their long periods of fasting, and their 
habit of regurgitating stomach contents, definite food habits studies are largely 
lacking. In fact, no good information is available on the Steller sea lions in the 
north. In Alaska, when found in concentrations of salmon heavier than anything 
known in California, as much as 20 percent of their diet may be salmon, 

Better information is available on the California sea lion - these 
are the ones to the south - as a result of a study now underway at Scripps 
Institute of Oceanography. More than 300 individuals have been examined from 
Southern California and northern Mexico. Most of these contained nothing what- 
soever in the way of food remains. Rocks and roundworms predominated. 

Most of the fish remains in the 23 that had fed on fish were digested beyond 
recognition and only the otoliths, or the earbones, were recognizable. These 
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were almost entirely from fish scrap, or scrap fish, I mean. Nearly haif of the 
400 otoliths were from hake, the most numerous competitive and predatory fish 
of the coast. Most of the rest were useless cusk-ells, midshipmen, and species 
of rockfish that never attain market size. Although fcod and game fish abounded 
in the areas where these sea lions were collected, only 66 of the 400 otoliths 
were taken from species that could be considered to have any sport or 
commercial value, and these were mostly anchovies, perch and white croaker. 
An additional sea lion containing 100 undigested mackeral and four others had 
remains of scrap fish and stingrays. Many contained squid and octopus beaks. 
Many opinions are current as to the amount of food that a sea lion 
will consume but facts are not available. A generous average would be ten pounds 
a day for an adult. This is somewhat near the amounts fed in zoos to captive 
animals. Food consumption, however, is erratic. The animals sometimes go 


as long as six weeks without feeding. Breeding bulis, particularly, fast for long 


periods. At times sea lions have been reported to contain a washtub fuil of food. 


The effect of sea lions on fishery resources, there is no evidence : 
that sea lion predation has has any effect on food and game fish resources, As 
a matter of fact, the fishery resources of Caiifornia are generally in good 
condition. Except for occasional local shortages, few species are less abundant 
than formerly. Of the important species, only the sardine and the California 
halibut are seriously scarcer than in the "good old days", and it would be 
inconceivable to blame the sea lion for the scarcity of two such dissimilar 
fishes. Even the salmon, with much of its freshwater habitat adversely affected 
by the inroad of human population, is holding its own remarkably well. 

It is obvious that the total fish and squid consumption by 10, 20 


thousand sea lions is considerable. However, most of their food species are 
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of little or no value to man, and many of these species themselves are active 


predators on valuable food and game varieties, 


As near as can be estimated, human fishing intensity, sea lion 


predation, ocean conditions and other inter-related factors seem to be in 
reasonable good balance. The abundance of both fish and sea lions reacts in 
response toa great many natural environmental changes. 

Now, even the most biased sea lion lover must, however, admit 
that sea lions can and do destroy nets and lines, not to mention fish caught in 
the gear. 

No good figures are available on losses to gear. When fishing is 
good, fishermen in general shrug off sea lion damage as one of their many 
occupational hazards. As a result, reports are few. What is a half a dozen 
sea bass or salmon when the day's catch is a hundred? What is more, what is 
a rip in a gill net or another lost hook when the gear is taking a beating anyway? 

But when fishing is poor, every fish counts. Six damaged fish 
out of a total catch of a dozen is something else. Then the complaints mount, 
Then the agitation to kill sea lions commences. 

A good measure of this type of damage is needed. The only 
apparent justification for sea lion control is damage to fishing gear. Hence, it 
must be determined if these losses in the aggregate warrant the prohibitive 
costs of control. 

Sea lions have considerable esthetic value. They bring pleasure 
to many people who find enjoyment in watching their capers at numerous points 
along the coast. In many places, they are a prime tourist attraction. Further- 
more, who can deny the pleasure derived from the clever performers in zoos, 
circuses and aquaria, all of which are California sea lions ? 
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Aside from their esthetic value, sea lions undoubtedly play an 


important role in maintaining a balance among the living resources of the sea, 


For example, we have mentioned that the hake is their leading item of diet, 

The hake is known to be a destructive predator, feeding on numerous species of 
fish, It is a nuisance to fishermen as it fouls their nets and lines. It has no 
commercial value in California. The Department of Fish and Game's sardine 
research program has established that hake eggs and larvae are far more 
abundant all along the Pacific Coast and well out to sea than any other species, 
Perhaps if unchecked by sea lion predation, the hake might become abundant 
enough to affect valuable fisheries seriously. 

Let us consider possible control measures, Reducing the sea lion 
population is difficult, expensive and ineffective. Many methods have been tried, 
and others have been proposed. Certain difficulties are inherent in all. 

Sea lions are capable of long migrations and are known to occur 
at least 300 miles from the nearest land, If killed off in any area they might 
move in from adjacent waters such as Oregon, Mexico, or from wildlife 
sanctuaries. 

Sea lions have a good reproductive capacity. When abundant, 
the young suffer a very heavy mortality. If the population were lessened, 
survival would be greater and the ceiling would be quickly attained. This has 
been demonstrated in the past, 

The disposal of carcasses constitutes a serious problem, After 
death, the bodies usually wash ashore and create a health hazard or an odor 
nuisance, not to mention howls of anguish from nature lovers, The cost of 
burying or removing a carcass has been reported to average about $100, 
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Most methods of killing are brutal, They invariably result in a 
revulsion of public feeling and stricter protection laws. 

The animals are extremely wary, particularly the California sea 
lion, Once shot at, they are difficult to approach, 

I might mention in passing that during Worid War Two it has been 
reported that the airplanes off of Goleta near Santa Barbara, they dropped to 
shoot at them, and I understand they killed quite a few, but pretty quick the sea 
lions became so wary that when they would hear the airplanes take off they 
would also take off, 

Now, we do have -- the most frequently considered control methods 
are: permitting fishermen to control. Now, at present both the commercial and 
sport fishermen, who are fishing from boats, are permitted to kill sea lions for 
interfering with their operations. Now few animals are killed but the most, the 
worst depredators are driven off. The animals are very intelligent, and the 
California sea lion seems to have the ability to estimate the range of the firearm 
and the skill of the rifleman, and add to the fisherman's frustration by staying 


just out of range. 


The net result is a saving of gear but no control of the population. 


The Department recommends retention of this provision in the law to protect 
the fisherman. 

The California sea lion is a popular and attractive animal for 
exhibition purposes, Under present law, permits are issued for taking them, 
The present take, subject to demand, is somewhere around a hundred a year, 
This amount exerts no control on the population but does fulfill a popular need. 


The Department recommends that this activity continue, that is taking them for 


zoos and circuses, 





Now, I have something on commercial utilization. The present 
law gives the Fish and Game Commission the authority to limit the number of 
sea lions if they have threatened to exceed reasonable numbers. On the basis 
that the population is always pushing the ceiling, and that some animals could 
and should be harvested, the Commission has made it known that it will issue 
permits to take sea lions for commercial purposes, During the 15 years that 
this offer has been in effect, numerous attempts at utilization have been made, 
All have failed, and all for the same reason: under present economic conditions, 
a dead sea lion is no good to anyone, anybody. 

A hundred years ago, when sea lions were really abundant, wages 
were low, and the petroleum industry was in its infancy, the whalers could make 
a go of sea lion hunting for oil. Forty years ago, there was a good demand in 
China for sea lion trimming. Twenty-five years ago, the dog food manufacturers 
found it fairly profitable to hunt sea lions in Mexico where they were very much 
more abundant, 

Nowadays, no one can economically and profitably find a market 


for sea lions to be used for oil, meal, hides, trimmings, so forth, The only 


existing or potential market is for these sea lions for exhibition. 


Now, the government has undertaken a large scale research 
project to develop commercial uses for the Steller sea lion in Alaska where 
the animals are several times as numerous as in California and where large 
scale operations may prove feasible. We are not particularly hopeful that 
anything applicable to California conditions will result from this study, but 
will welcome the opportunity to take advantage of anything that looks promising. 
Something on removal from the protected list: The most often 


Suggested control measure is to take them off the protected list and let people 
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shoot them. Even if controls were necessary, this is perhaps the least effective 


way todoit. The great concentration of sea lions are not only in remote places 


but are almost all in Federal or State wildlife sanctuaries. Only the scattered 
animals along the accessible mainland coast would be available. They are 
difficult targets and extremely wary. Some would be killed. More would be 
wounded, Dead and dying animals washed up on the beach would create a 
nuisance and would result in adverse public reaction. 

Occasionally in the past, groups of so-called sportsmen have 
slipped into the island rookeries to practice their marksmanship. They kill and 
wound large numbers but it has no effect on the sea lion population which 
invariably bounce right back. If these campaigns had no results, nothing could 
be expected in the way of control by shooting along the coast. A real danger 
exists if indiscriminate shooting of sea lions were authorized. To a trigger- 
happy rifleman, a swimmer or a skin driver in the surf would look exactly like 
asea lion, Even uner present law, swimmers have been shot and hit. The 
danger to swimming and occupants of boats from bullets richocheting off the 
water cannot be minimized either. We believe that the risk is too great. The 
loss of one human life is too high a price to pay even if indiscriminate shooting 
were a good control method, 

The Department camot concur with any proposal to place the 
sea lion on the unprotected List. 

It has often been suggested that a bounty system be used to 
control sea lion numbers, This type of control has not been succesful for other 
types of predators and has less chance of success in sea lion control, Bounties 
have been offered from time to time in other areas for both sea lions and seals. 


Considerable numbers of both have been killed and the bounties collected, but 
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no reduction in the herd has resulted. The difficulty of recovering the body to 
show the proof, and of disposing of the carcass, has discouraged most hunters, 
In many cases, bounty funds remain untouched. With so few sea lions available 
to a California bounty hunter except on remote rookeries, he could not make a 
go of it economically. 

Government subsidies have been attempted. In this system, the 


animal is put to some commercial use and the government pays the difference 


between the cost of operation and the sale value of the product, plus a profit 


inducement, 


Now, the Canadian Government has expended $120,000 annually 
in an effort to control the hair seal population of British Columbia. After 
several years, the only result has been to stabilize the herds at their original 
level of about 60,000 animals. The department believes that both bounties and 
subsidies would be wasteful and ineffective. 

However, if ever the sea lion herd should increase to a point 
where the pronibitive cost of control is deemed necessary, the control should 
be in the form of an organized program under departmental supervision in order 
to minimize the harmful effects of hit or miss killing that might result. 

Only a comprehensive program could have any chance of reducing 
the numbers significantly. Token killing in a random manner, conducted merely 
to mollify fishermen, will have no lasting effect other than to infuriate those 
who wish to protect the animals. 

Past efforts have utilized various techniques, none of which has 
been effective. Machine gunning and rifle fire have wounded many and killed 
few. The pups can be clubbed on the rookeries, but this is rather a distasteful 


business, Furthermore, more than half the pups die a natural death anyway so 
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clubbing them is futile. Depth charges have been tried. These have not killed 


sea lions but have resulted in heavy fish kills, which in turn have attracted sea 
lions to the feast. Depth bombs have resulted in restricted waters -- had 
results in restricted waters such as the river mouths in Alaska. We can hardly 
recommend them for California. 

Not yet tried are chemical, biological, radiological control. 

If for no other reason, the danger to other animals and to man rules these 
methods out without trial, 

Also not yet tried is mining the rookeries with fragmentation 
explosives. This would result in fairly clean kills with no carcasses to wash 
ashore, The very difficulty, danger and expense of this method plus its 
brutality serves to rule it out, 

With the Northern California population down from its long-time 
average, and with Southern California herds concentrating around a few islands 
where fishing intensity is light, we can conclude that a control program is not 
warranted at this time. It is doubtful indeed if anything short of a real slaughter - 
would affect the over-all abundance to as great an extent as natural variation, 
which has been demonstrated to be extremely great, 

However, we do have some recommendations. In spite of the 
recommendation against a control program at this time, some things should be 
done, 

One, continue present law and policies without change, 

Two, continue the periodic census to make sure that any un- 
reasonable increase is detected. 

Three, conduct a study on Steller sea lion food habits. A truly 


definitive food study would be far too costly and unnecessary, but by 
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observations at such danger points such as river mouths, it may be possibile to 
determine if sea lions are damaging fishery resources locally, that is, specific 
salmon runs, 

If such is the case, institute local control programs conducted by 
the department. 

Five, evaluate the economic loss to fishing gear by means of a 
system of fishermen interviews. A pattern for protection may be disclosed 
which could result in some form of local control, 

Permit the use of such deterrents as cherry bonbsto keep the 
sea lions away from the nets. 

Now, in conclusion I would like to state, by law, the State of 
California has adopted a policy of protecting and maintaining its natural 
resources for the good of all the people. For better or worse, the sea lion is a 
natural resource, and, as we see it, a management policy for the sea lion could 
be summarized as follows: to permit an equitable and harmonious balance 
between the sea lion population and the environment within which it lives, 
keeping in mind that depredations of food and sport fisheries of this state by 
excessive numbers of sea lions is contrary to the public good and economic 


welfare, but recognizing as well that the sea lion serves as a valuable control 


agent against the unlimited increase of inferior, competitive and predator fish, 


and is furthermore of considerable esthetic value. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any questions of the witness by the 
committee ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to say-- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead. 


MR, ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Croker has a number of exhibits 
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here, photographs and other items if you want to take a look at them. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you like to have him at the table with you 
there ? 

I would like to say to the people in the back of the room if you 
can't hear please come up forward here, We want to keep this just as informal 
as possible. 

MR, ANDERSON: We have copies of the material which I just presented 
here if you want to distribute them. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, Senator Hollister has a question, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I have several. What is a hake? 

MR. ANDERSON: A hake is referred to as a trash fish or an undesirable, 
It is not a game fish, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, it is something like you would 
call everything you don't like. It is not any specific fish. 

MR. ANDERSON: No, it is a specific fish. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Oh. 

MR. ANDERSON: It is sort of a -- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, what does it look like. 

MR, ANDERSON: Mr. Croker, wceuid you -- 

MR. CROKER: Croker of the department. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, Mr, Croker. 


RICHARD S. CROKER, CHIEF, MARINE RESOURCES BRANCH 


MR, CROKER: A hake is a fish that gets to be about two feet long, a 
little over two feet long. It has a mouth about as big as he is, a very large 
mouth, a very large appetite. The flesh of a hake is very soft and watery. I 


am speaking now of California, and not been amenable to any commercial use 
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at all. In other parts of the world, similar species are usable, but ours are too 
watery and tasteless and if fed’ to mink, for example, it results in malnutrition. 
It can be mixed in small quantities with other fish for minkfood and that's about 
all it's good for. It is the most abundant fish probably off our coast, Did I say 
has no value at all? It is a very heavy predator on other fish. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Is it possible to catch a hake? 

MR. CROKER: Yes, the fishermen find it a terrible nuisance, They get 
it in their nets all the time, and they get on their salmon lines. However, there 


has been'no real effort:made to find the best way of catching it in -- 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, what I am trying to find out, I have been 


fishing off of Santa Barbara now for about twelve years, and I haven't caught a 
hake yet. I am just trying to find out what they look like, and where they are and 
how do you catch them and whether they are important in Santa Barbara, 

MR. CROKER: Yes, they are very abundant off there. They are a very 
deep-water fish, however, and you'll get them down a couple hundred fathoms 
down there. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: And they don't come up to the shallow water ? 

MR, CROKER: In Southern California. Usually they stay deep, but 
occasionally they come right up to the top. When the fishermen are setting out 
sardines it will.attract tons and tons of them. That happens every once in 
awhile, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I guess I have never seen one. What is the 
cause of the population variation in sea lions? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, they have quite a high reproductive capability, 
but they are also very susceptible to respiratory diseases. That would be the 
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main reason why it fluctuates back and forth, and of course food is another very 
important factor, That's why we believe the increase in Southern California came 
about these last few years primarily because of the increase in the supply of 
fish in the warm water. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Was that the increase in hake or the increase 


in bass and other increase.? 


MR. ANDERSON: Well, as I understand it, it was an increase of almost 


every species, sport fish primarily, game fish. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, was it a coincidence then that -- I have 
done a lot of fishing in the Channel Islands, and I have seen lots of sea lions and 
caught lots of fish there -- was it a coincidence that the fish left the Channel 
Islands at about the time that the population increased in sea lions. It was 
probably as great as I have ever seen it over there. You mentioned 12, 000 
sea lions in the Channel Islands, and I believe that there were 12,000. I think 
that I saw them, and there were a lot of fish at the time, and then the fish and 
the sea lions all left at the same time. Does that mean that they were both 
migratory or did the sea lions clean up the fish? 

MR, ANDERSON: As I understand it, many of the sea lions in Southern 
California migrate from Mexico and points south, Now, they may have gone 
south. Mr. Croker, can you add to that? 

MR. CROKER: There must be only an apparent departure of the fish 
and sea lions. As far as we know, they are both still there. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, you can't catch the fish, and I haven't 
been able to catch them for the last two or three years. That's the way we 
used to catch them, that's all. I just asked you for information, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? Any other questions by the 


committee ? 


MR, CROKER: Mr. Chairman, we have some of these ear bones taken 


from the -- 


SENATOR CAMERON: Senator, could laska question? We want to know 


what a cherry bomb is. 


MR, ANDERSON: Well, that's just a harmless, Fourth-of-July 


explosive they used to let us have as kids and now they're outlawed by the Fire 


Marshall. It's not a-- it's just a noise-maker. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: It doesn't kill the sea lion, is that right? 

MR, ANDERSON: That's right, Senator. It does not kill the sea lion, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: What is the purpose of it then if you dropped one 
out there and set it off on some island-- 

MR, ANDERSON: It would scare them away. 

MR, CROKER: When you're net-fishing, Mr. Chairman, and the sea 
lions come around your net, throw these out and that chases them away so they 
don't tear your nets. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do they go back there again? 

MR, CROKER: Oh, yes. They find out it doesn't hurt them, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, the fishermen, then, are they going to 
be sitting on fireworks to protect their nets, or are they going to have to be 
doing something else to protect their nets,? 

MR. CROKER: Being fishermen, they found out also it helps them 
catch fish, and now they're usingthe same cherry bombs instead of scaring 


Sea lions they are catching fish with them, so I don't think we've made much 


progress. 
18 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS : It frightens the sea lions but it doesn't frighten 
the fish. 

MR, CROKER: It frightens the fish into the nets, 

Here are the ear bones such as you'll find in the sea lion's stomach, 
the last part to be digested. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, that's what we wanted to get into the 
record, In the department's opinion, what is the major food of the sea lion? 

MR, CROKER: Well, in the case of the California or the southern sea 
lion, their major food appears to be squid and hake, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And in northern California? 

MR, CROKER: We have no reliable information, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, just a minute, how much test was 
actually made to arrive at these ear bones that you have? Is that just a few? 
Did you do a great many or what? 

MR, CROKER: Three hundred, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Three hundred. 

MR, CROKER: We didn't doit. The Scripps Institution did. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And that was taken over a period of how long? 

MR, CROKER: I can't say for sure, but I think it's about three years. 

It was quite a long time. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Three years. They took*three hundred ina 


period of three years? Were they all taken off of LaJolla othoff the Scripps -- 


MR. CROKER: They were taken from southern California and northern 
Mexico around the Coronado Islands and a few further south and off San Diego 
County. Of the three hundred, only 23 had any fish remains at all, and those 


were just the ear bones, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, on the basis of these examples 


which you have here, is there any determination as to how many of each type 


were found? In other words, are they taking more barracuda or more salmon 
or -- 

MR. CROKER: There were very, very few game fish ear bones found, 
They were primarily and by far the scrap fish, hake. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Croker, do you call the tomcod one of 
these-- 

MR, CROKER: Well, we-- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: What do you call the tomcod? Is that a useful 
fish or is that justa -- 

MR. CROKER: Well, in southern California some of the fishermen call 
the white croaker tomcod,. In northern California, that's an accepted species. 
In neither case is it of any great value. The white croaker is a food fish of 
some small importance, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do you want the record to show there's no 
connection in the name? 

MR. CROKER: You would pick that out. (Laughter) Of the twenty- 
three sea lions which were examined -- I mean, of those 300 which were 
examined -- the 23 that had fish, I can give you a quick run-down on the 
number of otoliths. Now, there are’ two in each fish, and you can't tell 
whether these are pairs or not, In many cases, it is only one from a hake 
sometimes there are two, because they do get halved, too, along with 
everything else. So, we have no idea of their rate in consumption, but we 
Can get the relative numbers by species. Of the 405 otoliths, 187 were 


from hake, 65 -- you can have a copy of this - 65 were from the spotted 
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cusk eel ~-- that's just those little things -- 29 from the short-bellied rockfish. 
That's a non-commercial fish that gets about that long, about ten inches long, 

The midshipmen, there were twenty-five, and that's a fish of no value. There 
were 18 anchovy otoliths. Of course, anchovy otoliths are very small. When 
they eat an anchovy, they would pass on through so that -- it's hard to tell. 

The honeycomb rockfish, which is another useless fish, thirteen, and the white 
croaker, thirteen. Then we go on down species after species, and the first fish 
of value is the Bocaccio, there were three; Chilipepper, two; sand dabs, two; 
lingcod, two; barracuda, two;Vermilion rockfish, one. So, you see, the fish with 
any value at all, there were about 60 otoliths. Now, this is a very small number, 
of course, but that's all the research man could get out of 300 sea lions was 

400 otoliths, so you can see it is almost futile to study the food habits you have to 
kill so many to get so few samples. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, Senator. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Over what period cf time were these 300 taken and 
where? 

MR, CROKER: They were taken over several years. iam not sure how 
long, and they were taken on the beaches where they could be killed on land where 
they wouldn't go back to the water, and they could sink. Yes, all the way from 
San Benito Island,the California islands,off from either Mexico or southern 
California, and, of course, during the time that these were taken was the height 
of the enormous sport fishery that had taken place in southern California for the 


past few years, and the waters were teeming with albacore and yellowtail. 


Now the Stellers are so scattered and so few, and their feeding 


is so irregular that it would be very difficult to make a study without expending 


avery large sum of money. So, that's why there are no good figures on the 
21 





Steller sea lion. 


MR, ANDERSON: I might say in this connection, Mr. Chairman, that 


we do have $25,000 in our budget put in this last session for a study on the sea 


lions, and we intend, unless directed otherwise, to see what we can do to gather 


some more information on the Steller sea lions, or the northern California sea 
lions. It's a tough one, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, what you are saying then, 

Mr. Anderson, is that you are going to spend this money in northern California 
where there have been no studies to date. Is that right? 

MR. ANDERSON: We feel there have been. The Scripps Institute of 
Oceanography made the study which Mr. Croker has referred to, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But that's all in the south. 

MR, ANDERSON: All in the south. But there is nothing comparable to 
that; in fact, we have very little known about the northern California sea lions’ 
food habits, and we could possibly get some information. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: What makes it so difficult to get this information 
on northern California sea lions ? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, they-- Apparently if when they're killed or 
wounded, they just throw everything out of their stomachs. It is very difficult 
to find any food, find out what they've been eating. The only thing that seems 
to remain are these ear bones. They are about the same in southern California. 
There is a very small amount of actual fish. The ear bones remain, 

CEAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Can I stop Harry for just a minute to introduce 
Senator Jack Slattery. We are happy to have you with us, and we are discussing 
your bill. Would you care to come up and join the committee, please? 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to ask Senator Slattery a question. 
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Does he know anything about this sea lion problem we are discussing ? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I think that's an unfair question so early in the 
hearing. 
MR, CFOKER: Mr. Chairman? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 
MR.,CROKER: To answer Senator Arnold's question I might say that © 


where the sea lions in the north are found these pictures give a good idea. Now 


the biggest concentration is at Atio Nuevo State Park where it would be somewhat 


awkward to kill any numbers to study them because of being a complete sanctuary. 
The others are scattered in some pretty horrible places. You will see here at 
Sugar Loaf at Cape Mendocino, if you kill one in the water they sink, and you 
can't find out what they eat. If you kill them on shore, you have a chance, but 
Iam not sure just how we would approach that. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to have one of the questions we 
asked before answered a little more completely if I could and that is whether 
the sea lion population leaves when the fish leave or is it a coincidence, Could 
it be that they ran out of food? 

MR.CROKER: I can answer that. 

MR, ANDERSON: Go ahead. I honestly don't know. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Do the fish migrate, and are the fish types 
there migratory fish that the seals are with? 

MR. ANDERSON: Idon't know, Possibly, Mr. Croker, could you -- 

MR.CROKER: Senator Hollister, the sea lions are migratory. They 
gather in the first of June around the rookeries and -- particularly the islands 
off of Santa Barbara and they gather in large quantities, and then the females 


® 


give birth to the pups, and then the breeding season starts, and then about 
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the early part of August the animals scatter. So, you will see these big concen- 
trations in the early summer when they are on the breeding grounds. If you 


have a view of the rookeries you can see the sea lions, Obviously a fisherman 


going by there would see all these. Come August, then the sea lions and the 


young pups start scattering, and they follow the fish, of course, They move up 
and down from Mexico, and they move off-shore and on-shore and then come 
along the mainland in small groups of a dozen or less, and they are following the 
food. The squid on which they feed are very migratory, and they follow the 
squid. So, I am not sure if I have answered you or not, but both the fish and 
the sea lions are migratory and the sea lions do not necessarily follow the move- 
ment of the schools of fish. Most of the fish species have totally different 
migration patterns, and they might be following one type of fish while another 
species is abundant, 
Fishing has held up around the islands for the last three years. 

It has probably been better than it has ever been since any of us were around, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Which islands? 

MR,CROKER: All of them in southern California. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, is that a different kind of fish that has 
come in, you see we have -- 

MR,CROKER: That's the Yellowfin. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, I am talking about the kelp bass, [I 
guess you've got a different name for them, That's a large bass that swims 
in the kelp, and it has sort of disappeared. 

MR.CROKER: Well, the kelp bass is an interesting fish, The kelp 
bass is 100% non-migratory. It is not a migratory fish. Now, the islands 


off Santa Barbara are the northern edge of the kelp bass -- they are officially 
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known as kelp bass. They extend down into Mexico, and they are most abundant 


far to the south, The species was never fished off Santa Barbara in any quantity 


until about five or six years ago, At that time, we explained to the party boat 


operators that they would have nominal fishing for two or three years until they 


harvested the big fish which had taken ten, twelve years to grow. Being at the 
northern edge, the fish were slow growing and slowly productive, that after the 
first four or five years of fishing they would have a very serious decline, and 
they should warn their passengers and their friends that this fishing would not -~- 
as it has been borne out, the kelp bass has declined, and that's natural with 
any fishery anywhere in the world that is heavily fished. The cream will be 
skimmed off, and then we stablize. When we referred to fish abundance in this 
report, that's what we meant; that we are stablized below the cream level, but 
there is no effect on the general abundance, and that's what you've suffered at the 
Santa Barbara Islands is the skimming off these big fish. I can remember catching 
any numbers, any amount you want. We told the party boat operators they would 
have about four or five years, and then they would have slim pickings. That 
happened further south, and the fish there will reproduce and grow faster. With 
the size limit, they have come back up and good fishing can be had again down 
around Oceanside. But with the slower growing fish at Santa ‘Barbara, you just 
don't have it. Whether there are sea lions or not, they had no'effect on them. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, you think it is the party boat 
fishing that has done it and not the sea lions ? 

MR. CROKER: That's right. We have found that in place after place. 
On the non-migratory fish, even hook and line fishing will knock down that 
cream" as we call it, on top, and you'll just have to rock along at a much 


lower level. 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 


Mr. Croker, or Harry Anderson, either one, tell us more about 
this Canadian effort in which you said they spent $120,000 annually with, I 
believe you said, poor results. 


MR, ANDERSON: That's the hair seal, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now that's the hair seal that doesn't come into 


California waters ? 


MR, CROKER: We have a variety of it, the Harbor seal, about 200 


of them in the state. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, what was the trouble up there? What -- 


why didn't they reduce the seal herd? Or were they merely using this for a study, 


this 120 -- 


MR, ANDERSON: No, no. As I understand it, it was intended to cut them 
down-- They were having the same-- They wanted to reduce the population. 
They were very difficult to take, and even though spending that amount of money, 
that's about all they have been able to do: stabilize the herd. They killed some 
of them, but they spring back. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, they spent this $120,000 a year for how 
many years? Just one year and stopped? Or several? 

MR. ANDERSON: It is still going on, to my knowledge. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: They are going on reducing the herd by spending 
this amount of money or what? 

MR. CROKER: That's right. I asked the man in charge, and he is -- 
the assistant director up there -- he just laughed and he said, "All we've done 


is stabilize the herd at 60,000 animals. "' 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, how do they spend this money? By droppir, 


bombs on the rookeries, or what do they do? Shoot them, or what? 


MR, CROKER: Subsidizing industry to use them. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Subsidizing industry to use them. Well now, tell 
me, when you shoot a seal in the water, what happens to it? Does it sink or does 
it float along the top of the water and go on the beach? 

MR. CROKER: It sinks, and usually after three or four days the gas forms 
and it floats up and that is when it washes ashore. It doesn't wash ashore until 
it is in pretty sad shape. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But it isn't devoured by crabs or anything Gn the 
bottom ? 

MR, CROKER: It is not there long enough, presumably. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: It's not there long enough. 

MR. CROKER: The people in Monterey attempted to recover them by 
sending divers down and putting a line on them and bringing them up, and, of 
course, that proved too expensive. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, what were they doing that for? To make 
tests of them, to see what they were eating or something? 

MR, CROKER: No, to try to make fish meal out of them. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, I see, for reduction purposes, 

MR, CROKER: Yes -- not fish meal, I mean fertilizer. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. Tell the committee about the reduction 
in the allowable limits of the fish, ocean fish, have they been reduced 
substantially over the years, salmon, barracuda. Have they been cut down, 
the limits, because of the scarcity? 


MR, CROKER: No, sir. 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You haven't changed the limits on salmon? 
lam not talking about commercial take; I am talking about sportsmen take, 


MR. CROKER: The limit has been three for about ten years. I am not 


quite sure. There was a very complex law right after the war that at certain times 


of the year the limit was two, and in the summer it was ~-- there was no limit, 
but there was a large size limit. But about ten years ago, and maybe a little 
more, the size limit was reduced for the sportsmen and the bag limit was 
stabilized to three, and it's been many, many years. In Southern California, 
the limit has remained the same for -- since approximately 1936 or so, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, the reason for the reduction in the limit 
by the department, was that because of sea lion inroads on them or was that the 
sport fishing or commercial fishing? What was it that reduced them down so 
he would have to limit the -- 

MR. CROKER: You mean back in '36? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

MR, CROKER: Well, if you want a-- One reason was that it was an attempt 
to prevent people from: bringing in so much fish that they would fill all the garbage 
cans and annoy their neighbors trying to give them away. Another reason was 
that the boat captains wanted to see their families occasionally, and the only way 
to get the passengers to come home was to put a limit on them so they would come 
in before dark. The sportsmen felt that they were doing a real good conservation 
turn by putting the limit on, and any way you look at it there was a good sociolog- 
ical reason for preventing the capture of countless hundreds of unnecessary fish 
that couldn't be used. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: What about the take of the commercial fishermen? 


At that time, did the tonnage drop off? 
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MR, CROKER: In Southern California again? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, let's take salmon for instance, which would 
probably be in Northern California. 

MR, CROKER: Na 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: It didn't drop off during that time? 

MR. CROKER: No. Now wait! 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

MR, CROKER: Let's -- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, let's get this -- 


MR, CROKER: Let's get back to -- Now, we are talking about two things. 


There was Southern California where the limit was put on back in 1936 or there- 


> 


abouts. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, what about Northern California? 

MR. CROKER: Now, Northern California, we have approximately the 
same regulations on sports fishing. Now prior to 1938 or thereabouts, there 
was so little salmon fishing in the ocean by sportsmen that we don't even have 
to worry about that. There just wasn't any sports fishing. Before the war, 
half a dozen boats operated. After the war, the salmon fishery for sportsmen 
Started, It was virtually non-existent before the war. 

During the time that there has been a sports fishery, there has 
been no change in the sports fishing regulations, no substantial change. There 
have been no cuts in the limits. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: There has been no reduction in the commercial 


take of salmon, we'll say? 


MR, CROKER: In the ocean, there has been wide variation, but there 


has been no reduction. It has gone up and down, and just about the average we 





are getting this year. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But that isn't because of any sea lior increase, 
is that right? 

MR, CROKER: We don't believe so. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In your opinion, 

MR, CROKER: In our opinion. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, are they taking seals in Northern 
California or in Washington or Oregon, Canada, for reduction now? Are there 
many of them taken? 

MR, CROKER: There are some. I don't have any figures. None in 
Oregon that I know of, nor in Washington. Oregon has been unable to use their 
bounty money for several years, because no one finds it worth going cut. 

In Canada, some are being taken, and in Alaska some are being taken. I don't 
know how many. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Anderson, you said that seals were a 
natural resource. How did you arrive at that? Is that because they use them 


in circuses and in zoos and aquariums, is that your -- 


MR, ANDERSON: Well, that's part of it, but also they tend to keep 


nature in balance. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You mean by taking the predator fish? 

MR. ANDERSON: By taking the predator fish. You could take all the 
Sea lions out, and there is a possibility -- Suppose we eliminated every sea 
lion, there is a possibility we would have a great increase in predator fish. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In other words, you are saying -- 

MR, ANDERSON: And then you'd have a greater problem, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Then are you saying that the sea lion takes 
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the shark when the shark is young, is small, but the shark takes the sea lion when 
he gets older? Is that correct? Is that what you're driving at? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, we talk about sharks, I understand the sharks, 
the big killer sharks, take some sea lions. Now, to what extent, I don't believe 
there is an answer. I don't know, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Do killer whales feed on sea lions? 

MR, ANDERSON: I have heard that mentioned, but to what extent, I have 
no authority. 

MR, CROKER: They are the greatest single predator on sea lions. 

SENATOR ‘HOLLISTER: That's what I had heard; I was just wondering. 
Is there a fishery for killer whales at all now, oils. 

MR, CROKER: There never has been. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Never has been, 

MR, CROKER: They're too wild. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, usually, when you see a killer whale, don't 
you pull up your hook and go on home, because there is no fish teft there after 
the whale shows up. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: No, that isn't the reason we do. We move out 
of there because the killer whales get kind of friendly. They get up too close to 
your boat, and they disturb your equilibrium when they're that close. I just 


don't like them. 


MR. CROKER: They will attack boats. They have been known to, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: They took one in Bodega Bay that bit a chunk 


right out of a skiff out there one time, I was told. That was the time I went 
down in a diving suit. I don't know what I was doing down there, but I was 


Scared to death. 
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MR, CROKER: You and me, both, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of these two gentlemen? 


They'll be around during the day, and we can refer to them back again. One 


more question, please, Mr. Croker, while you are here at the table. 

As I summarize your statement, if you would reduce the herd of 
seals substantially along the California Coast then it might very well reduce the 
} predator fish -- 

MR, CROKER: No, increase the predator fish. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You might very well increase the predator fish. 

MR, CROKER: We believe that's very possible. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I just wanted to be sure that I understood your 
testimony. 

Any other questions now of these two gentlemen? 

MR, CROKER: We certainly believe, Mr. Chairman, that within two 
years the sea lion herd would be right back where it was. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In other words, then, it is a continuing thing 
if you start to reduce the herds, is that correct? You really have to go after 
it and stay with it all the time? 

MR, CROKER: That's right. The whalers in the '50's and '60's a 
century ago did that, and they stayed with it, and it took a few years to come 
back but not very long. They took all they possibly could. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Just one question. In other words, you think 
that sea lions propagate in the same or average proportion to their numbers, 
is that right? is ai they have, the more they will propagate. Is there a 
reason for saying that? Is that historical? 


MR, CROKER: That's right. Based on the history of sea-lion killing, 
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that has happened, and the same goes-- It is illustrated beautifully by the fur 


kills in the north where they have a controlled program. It has been illustrated 


by the sea lions in the past. The normal mortality of the:pups on the rookeries 


is about seventy-five percent probably when the herd is numerous. The bulls 
trample them. The cows neglect them. They drowned. They get washed off. 
When there are less animals on the rookery, there is much more chance for the 
young ones to survive. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, their own actions will control 
their population. Is that right? 

MR, CROKER: Iam sure that they don't intend it that way, but that's the 
way it works out. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: That's what happens. . 

MR, CROKER: That's what happens. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: They won't ever get any more? 

MR, CROKER: As long as people have occupied so many of their 
beaches that they formerly frequented, they probably won't get much more 
numerous, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Anderson, one more question, please. 
This $25,000 appropriated last year, as I understand it, would just be a drop 
in the bucket for what would be needed if you were trying to make a full study 
of this program, but you are going to utilize that in Northern California? Do 
you think you can come up with what these seals normally take as food? 

MR, ANDERSON: We have this under consideration, Senator. We have 
not formulated any program. I don't think we are going to do very much with 


$25, 000. 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: What was spent by the Scripps Institute in their 
study? Do you know? 

MR. ANDERSON: Idon't know. Do you know, Dick? 

MR. CROKER: Not very much because they have a graduate student who 
is writing a thesis on this. He also has other duties around the campus, and 


whenever he gets a chance he goes out and gets a few. That's why it has taken so 


many years to get those three hundred. If he went out on one of the islands 


where there is fifteen hundred of them on one beach, he would get more, of 
course, but we asked Scripps what it would cost them to undertake a real study 
for us, and by the time we chartered a boat at a $1,000 a day, and the scientist 
and the equipment and figured we could get probably on a good day as many as 
twenty, why, it began to look -- of which maybe five or three would have food in 
them -- it began to look to us like a losing proposition, and we dropped it. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, one other question, brings the point up 
here. Could you divert some of your own boats, that is some of your patrol boats, 
for this program in patrolling? 

MR. CROKER: Well, we've attempted that in the past, and it's a funny 
thing: we have to put full effort into it, and-- well, frankly, I recommended to 
the directors that we don't spend any money on it, because it is just throwing 
good money away. 

CHAIRMN WILLIAMS: But on the other hand, if you don't have a 
complete study of it, or complete information as to what these seals actually 
eat -- 

MR. CROKER: Well, let's look at it this way, sir: if we want to find 
out what they're eating in total, it would take years and hundreds of thousands 


of dollars, and that's out of the question. If we want to find out if they're eating 
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salmon in a salmon river, that can be done, and then we will find out if they are 


eating salmon in a salmon bed along with other things. 


So, I think local programs for specialized feeding, I can see no 


point in checking the sea lions at Afio Nuevo where there's 1500 of them or 


whatever the number is, because we know they are eating both squid and fish, 
and that's the best fishing spot on that part of the coast and all of the boats go 
there to fish. So we know pretty well what they're eating. They're eating fish 
and squid. They are not hurting the fishing. 

So, we would be throwing money away to find out what those sea 
lions are eating. If we know -- We know they eat fish on a fisherman's line. 
We know that much. The only place I would want to spend anything would be off 
the mouths of a river where the salmon are congregated, and there we might 
bring dividends. It would cost a great deal per sea lion, but we would get some 
answers. But to just make a complete food habit study of the Steller sea lion 
would be a complete waste of money in my estimation. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Am I to understand that you know they are 
eating fish and squid in that area, and then you say that theydo not hurt the 
fishing. Now how could-- I would like to get that sort of gone into a little 
more detail. If they are eating the fish and they don't hurt the fishing, there 
must be more fish than the fishermen can catch, and that's the reason. Is 
that it? Or what is the reason? 

MR, CROKER: Well, they're probably not interested in the fish the 
fishermen are catching. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: You mean it is a different kind of fish? Do 
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you know that for a fact? 

MR, CROKER: No. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, you just say itis? 

MR, CROKER: We can presume they are because the fishing is good 
there as it has ever been, and the fishermen go to where the sea lions are to 
fish, so we could find out what they are eating, but I just don't recommend 
spending the money on it, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: You presume, then, that they don't eat the same 
fish as the fishermen are catching. The fishermen are catching the same amount 
or better fishing than they had before the seals got there? Is that right? 

MR, ANDERSON: For what it's worth: I was talking to a party just 
recently, pointing to the fishing around the rocks in Santa Cruz, right in among 


the sea lions, this year has been very good, as far as flat fish, rockfish. They 


are fishing right in with the sea lions, and the fishermen are still catching a lot 


of fish. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, were you talking to a real fisherman or 
were you talking about a duffer like me that doesn't know whether he is going to 
catch one or not and probably won't. Now, some men are good fishermen and 
others aren't, 

MR. ANDERSON: This was just a general report. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: A general report that the take was better or 


MR. CROKER: Well, actually it was our man who was interviewing all 
the fishermen who fished around that area every day. 
SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, that is a very startling remark, 


gentlemen, because whenever we used to see any fish, I mean any sea lions in 





any quantity along the shores, we would go right on by that place because there 


wasn't any fish there in that special locality, so that is an observation that I can 
attest to personally. It does not seem to agree with your -- 

There's another question I would like to ask and that is this: 
and this is getting back to self-regulation of the numbers of sea lions by them- 
selves. You don't think that food has anything to do with that? In other words, 
if there is a lot of sea lions in an area, and pretty soon they disappear in that 
area -- 1am still getting at this coincidence of the lack of fish that's come up, 
because you can't catch any fish. there either, Pretty soon there's no sea lions, 
and you don't think that food has anything to do with the sea lions moving away 
or dying or what have you? Right? 

MR, CROKER: Food is the most important single thing probably in 

governing the abundance of any kind of animal, whether it's people, deer or sea 

and have 
lions or fish, and any time there's insufficient food the sea lions will move away,/ 
and when there's more food, they will get more abundant. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: But you don't think that they eat the food that 
moves away. You think the food itself moves away, but the sea lions have nothing 
todo with it. Is that what you are trying to get at? I am kind of -- 

MR, CROKER: No. They eat the fish, sure. The fish move. The sea 
lions follow them. They follow one species away. Another species of fish stays 
there, If there's enough of them, the sea lions will stay there. The sea lions 
probably came up into Southern California in the last three years from Mexico 
because the fish came up, because the water was warm and the fish found better 
feeding up here. The fish came up, and the sea lions came up. When the 


water turns cool, maybe the sea lions will go back to Mexico. Maybe they'll 


Stay, 





SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, sea lions only feed on migratory 


fish, They do not feed on non-migratory fish. 
MR. CROKER: No, sir. They feed on whatever fish is most easily 


caught. If the fish is migratory, they'll have to follow it. If it's bottom fish, 


like some of these things I reported on, they feed on the non-migratory fish. 


They feed like any other animal on what they can get a hold of and easiest, 


That happens to be squid and most of the float-- swimming scrap fish. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: I have a question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator Arnold. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Did I understand -- maybe I am mistaken about 
this -- there's a difference between Steller sea lions and the species in 
Northern California, 

MR. CROKER: The Steller sea lion is the Northern California sea lion, 
and it extends all the way from Japan around down to Point Conception approxi- 
mately in Southern California. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Now, you've made stomach tests of the Steller sea 
lion in Southern California? 

MR. CROKER: No, No. The other species -- we might call it the 
Southern to make it simple, but it is called California sea lion, and that is 
found in Southern California and in Mexico, and that's what the tests were made 
on. It's so much smaller and considerably more intelligent than the Steller 
sea lion, The one you would see if you'd see one here today would be the 
Steller sea lion; Cape Mendocino up the coast, those are all Stellers. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, now, in those pictures, two of them you had 
there, there were numbers of these sea lions on a beach, on dry land. Is it 


Possible to get the stomach tests, I mean, to take tests of sea lions on an open 
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beach where they are not out im thre-water and where you would lose the opportunity 
by this regurgitation and whatever ? 
MR, CROKER: This group at Fish Rock we could probably approach by 


boat. This group, of course, is inaccessible absolutely. We couldn't get one of 


those. We could kill him, bit we couldn't examine him, “We can't land a boat 


there. At St. George Reef up along Crescent City, it might be possible to get 
some of them, but it's never been done. It's highly dangerous. There's a 
U. S. Lighthouse Reservation, and they'd run us off. We can't get them there. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Where is there other places where they can come 
up on the shore? 

MR. CROKER: Only in very small numbers like this, and see that's 
only a handful of animals. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, these others caught were what? Three 
hundred over 3 years? It shouldn't be difficult to get a hold of some of these, 
should it? 

MR, CROKER: Well, again, Senator, we'd find out that these animals 
were eating the fish right here. When they're feeding, they don't go very far. 
At this particular point, there may be no valuable fish. All we would know 
then is that they are eating scrap fish, and that wouldn't please anybody. If 
we caught them in the river where there is salmon, then we could find out if 
they are eating valuable fish. But here, as far as we can see, they are bother- 
ing nobody, and we would only prove what we can guess at without spending any 
money. ‘They are eating the closest fish. 

Now, if there are some salmon there, they would probably 
catch the salmon, but it would cost us a good many thousand dollars to get a 
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SENATOR ARNOLD: And you wouldn't be finding out what you wanted to. 


MR, CROKER: No. 


MR, ANDERSON: What we propose to do is to spend some money to 


gather some more information on possibly that they are eating the salmon, try 


to find just a little bit more about their appetites at the river mouths, and it is 
going to take a lot of money if you start gathering for stomach analysis, 

MR, CROKER: It would be a healthy six figures. 

MR, ANDERSON: And then the next question comes: so we do find that 
they are eating some salmon, What can we do about it? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, then, you would have to come back to the 
Legislature, I assume. 

MR, CROKER: No, we could take them. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You could take them. Oh, yes, of course, you 


MR, CROKER: But, then again, you have the question, Mr. Chairman, 
would we be wise in spending hundreds of thousands of dollars to kill sea lions, 
or would that money be better off in a salmon hatchery or fish ladder or fish 
screen. My people tell me -- and I believe -- it would be wiser to spend that 
money on positive conservation. It would provide more fish for everybody that 
way. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I can understand that. Unless you could prove 
that the salmon, or that the sea lion is multiplying to the point where all you 
are doing is just feeding them. 

MR. CROKER: That's right, and in twenty years now the population in 
Northern California hasn't.changed. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: It's been about the same by your counts ? 
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MR. CROKER: It goes up a thousand and then down a thousand. It 


balances. 


MR, ANDERSON: It flictuates between five and seven thousand. This 


year we had six thousand, 


MR, CROKER: It's six thousand and two this year -- right on the 


average. 


SENATOR ARNOLD: Do the fishermen agree to this. I mean, do they 
have any conclusions ? 

MR, ANDERSON: No, I can appreciate the plight of the fishermen and 
their concern, If they lose a salmon off the end of a line from a sea lion, 


naturally a salmon is worth a lot of money. He's not happy. I don't blame him. 


They get tied up, they get tangled up in the gear, and they tear nets. They tear 


lines, and it's not good. 


MR, CROKER: We don't deny that the damage to fishing gear is great, 
but the damage to the fishing resource is not great, It is a totally different 
thing, and I think the fishermen will tell you that they are two separate problems; 
one is damaging of the gear and the other is destruction of a resource. They 
are quite different, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any other questions ? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: By:all means. You are the Senator here. Get 
in with both feet. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Mr. Croker, you, I imagine, are familiar with 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 46, which I introduced. That was the one 
that directed the department to reduce the herds as high as was necessary to 


prevent excessive depredation. You recall that? That was the one that was 
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killed in Assembly Committee. It passed the Senate. 

I gather from your testimony here that if this Concurrent 
Resolution 46 had passed, you would still find that it was not necessary to kill 
any sea lions because they were not causing excessive depredation. Is that 
correct? 

MR, CROKER: On a statewide basis, that's right. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: But you would say, though, that there are 
particular areas where they are causing depredation, excessive depredation? 

MR, CROKER: It's very possible. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Well, Mr. Croker, you continue to say, "It's 
possible", but you don't know. And you say that you can't get enough money to 
make the research to find out if itis possible. This seems like a sort of a 
problem, an unsolved problem. Is that correct? I mean, if you don't want to 
find out, if you don't want to make the effort to find out and yet you don't know, 
what do you think is any possible solution to this other than saying, ''We want 
to drop it right here." 


MR. CROKER: It seems to be no solution. I feel strongly that any 


money to spend on fisheries could much better be spent on something besides 


Tiscd Stevo l) 
finding out how destructive salmon are to the resource and trying to prevent 


that destruction. I believe that money could just as well be spent to produce 
more salmon for the fishery. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: And the sea lions. 

MR. CROKER: And the sea lions. 

MR. ANDERSON: I think the point is, Senator, too, that we could 
Spend a lot of money, and no doubt the sea lions would pop right back again, 


It would be a continuous, expensive program, to keep it down, The population 
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would remain about the same, someplace between five and seven thousand in at 
least the last twenty years. 

MR, CROKER: Look what we've done in just a handful of dollars in 
cooperation with the sport-commercial fishermen right here at Fort Bragg to 
produce more Silver Salmon. Those sea lions have probably eaten some of 
them, but the fishermen have caught many hundred and maybe thousands of 
Silvers that they wouldn't have caught. Mutliply that tenfold, and I think we 
would be a lot farther ahead than putting all our efforts into trying to kill sea 
lions, because if we don't we would never bring them under control. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any —o Yes, go ahead, Senator 
O'Sullivan, | 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have been jotting down a few figures here, 
and as I understand it the only record that we have on the count were the 


following years: In 1928, we had 4900 Stellers -- and I am speaking now of the 


Stellers from Point Conception north -- in '36 we had 4900 Stellers; in '47 


5700 and in '58, 7100 and in 1960 we had 6,000. Now, from the period of 1928 
to 1960, do you have any records of fish to show the condition of the fishery 
resource from Point Conception north? For those particular years, do you 
know whether the fishing was better or were there certain years when the 
fishing was very poor? 

MR, CROKER: Yes, sir. If you are speaking of salmon, very 
definitely. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, let's speak of salmon alone, because 
I think maybe we are concerned here with salmon, Can you state what the 
Scope of the fluctuation was in the resource during that period of time? What 


were the high years and what were the low years? If you can't so state, 
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could you get the material available? 


MR, CROKER: Oh, it is readily available, though I would estimate 


from memory that the variation was from low years of a commercial catch of 


salmon from 3,000, 000 pounds to high years of in the neighborhood of 7 or 
more million, and it's hit both those figures several times. 

MR, ANDERSON: You'd want these figures, Senator, by years? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: If they're available. I think it would be well. 

MR. CROKER: Yes, they're available. 

MR, ANDERSON: Do you want any correlation between the sea lion 
population? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Yes, so we can place it in somewhat more 
juxtaposition to ascertain whether there is any correlation between sea lion 
numbers and the rest of the resource. I would want the figures from Point 
Conception north to the Oregon line. That would be possible to get? 

MR, CROKER: The only difficulty is in the earlier years there was a 
heavy net fishery for salmon in the Bay, and they took a very large number of 
salmon in that fishery. Their fishery was outlawed several years ago, so 
now there is only the ocean fishery, but the ocean fishery itself has fluctuated 
very widely for several very strong years followed by low ones, and that's 
been the history of the salmon fishery ever since -- either the river or the 
ocean -- ever since it was taken. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, I wanted to ask you a couple of 
questions about the control of other predators in the district here; for 
instance, coyotes. In your experience, gentlemen, to arrive at a corollary, 
is there any correlation between the number of predators and the condition of 


the particular resource over the years? 
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MR, ANDERSON: Are you speaking of the coyote and the deer for 
example ? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Deer and coyotes and quail and other wildlife. 
Are there figures available on them? 

MR, ANDERSON: Not to my knowledge. 

MR. CROKER: Very likely it would be by analogy. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: It is relatively close then? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, I don't believe the experts would hold that there 
is any correlation, 

MR, CROKER: There's a correlation between numbers of species and 
number of predators. You have all heard of the great increase in Great Horned 
Owls when the rabbits and mice get abundant, and they have these seasonal 
fluctations, and then the predators fluctuate with them. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, was there any increase from 1947 to 


1958, was there any great increase, substantial increase in the salmon fishery. 


Inote that there is an increase in the number of sea lions. 

MR, CROKER: The biggest-- There was a-- The biggest salmon 
fishery we ever had was in 1945 or '46,. Then there was a downturn in general, 
and then again in the middle '50's, there was a tremendous upswing. Then 
there was a temporary drop in 1957; then in '58 and '59 they came up again, 
Imean, in '59 and '60 they came up again. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, is there any correlation between -- 
can you relate the tonnage that would be taken by a thousand sea lions to the 
tonnage ? 

MR, CROKER: Of course, the salmon, Senator, is such a migratory 


fish itself, I might point out that in the last several years the salmon fishery 
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in Oregon and Washington for our species of salmon, King Salmon, has 
collapsed, and the fishery in Alaska is in bad shape for the King Salmon, It 
seems that at this time many of the fishermen from the northwest are fishing in 
California, This is the only place on the coast where there are any numbers of 
salmon at all now, is Northern California. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate having your 
testimony, and we will hope you will be around so we can question you further 
if need be. 

Now, Mr. George Issel, is he here, please. Would you come 


forward and be seated and give your name and your official position for the 


record ? 


MR, GEORGE ISSEL, Fishermen and Fish Cannery Workers Union of the 


Pacific, San Francisco Bay Area 
MR, ISSEL: Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name 

is George Issel. I represent the fishermen and the fish aie workers in the 
San Francisco Bay Area, and at this meeting I have been asked to represent 
the Seafarers International Union of North America, AF of L-CIO, my own 
organization, Aquatic Resources Committee, and the Northern California Sea- 
food Institute, so I have quite a coverage here. 

I would like to say first that for the Seafarers International — 
Union of North America, AF of L-CIO, who represent fishermen on the entire 
Pacific Coast, that we are in the position that we favor this Senate Bill 444, 
Now, the reason that we took this position is that this was the only thing that 


was before us. We don't know that just taking the sea lion off the protected list 


would do the job that everybody needs and wants done, or not. However, that's 
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why we went on record in support, because the thing was before us, and if there 
is a way or means that these herds can be controlled -- we don't agree with 
some of the statements made here by the Fish and Game Department, which is 
natural for us because we are in the commercial end of it, and we have maybe 

a difference of opinion. 

We have reports from fishermen on the fishing grounds on this 
coast, for the entire coast. We don't feel that any predator that can take seven, 
eight, nine salmon in a row off your trolling lines isn't doing some damage to 
the species. We also don't feel that as the law is presently written that a 
commercial fishermen should be the man to have to control this predator. I 
mean, the law as it is written now puts it up to the fisherman that if damage is 
being done that he then takes care of it. We are out there with gear that costs 
us thousands of dollars. We are not out there for the day's sport. We're out 
there with a commercial investment, out there to make a livelihood, and we 
don't feel that the fisherman when he is out there with this investment and gear 
and equipment that he should have to take off time to eliminate a predator that 
is taking all his gear. 

Now, our experience on this coast has been that this sea lion is 
not very touchy in what he eats. We run into trouble with him with every type 


of gear that's used. The big seine nets for sardines and other fish went into 


trouble by wrapping him up in the gear and having the net torn up, and I mean 


one sea lion can sure rip a lotof holes in them, Gill net fishermen have 

trouble with them. Set lines, hand lines, where a man's got a small boat, if 
he's got a few lines he's sittin by hand, they'll come in and they'll take fish 
one right after the other and the hooks come off. When they are through eating, 


they'll take them off just for the fun of it. Trollers have trouble with them. 
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This damage to gear and to fish that are being taken isn't limited 
to commercial fishermen, Sportsmen have the same trouble with them whether 


they are here to testify for themselves or not. It's not limited to the ocean 


either, because in sport trolling for stripped bass right in San Francisco Bay 


J have had them take it off of my gear on a rod and reel, take the stomach right 
out of the stripped bass, and it doesn't look very good, and I] wouldn't want to 
carry the fish home after it's been mutilated by a sea lion. 

So, we think that the control of this predator should be taken off 
of the fisherman himself and should be the responsibility of either the depart- 
ment or the state whether the department wants to take the task or not. 

I think that's the extent I'll go for the Seafarers International 
Union unless some members of the committee have some questions, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of this witness? Go ahead, 
Senator. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You take the position that the fisherman him- 
self should not be required or should not be allowed or not be required to 
eliminate - - 

MR, ISSEL: I don't say he shouldn't be allowed. I say he shouldn't be 
the only one to eliminate this predator to keep him in control. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Is it the position of your organization that we 
should exterminate the sea lion completely? 

MR. ISSEL: No, it isn't. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Is it that we should reduce the herd to half 
the size? 

MR, ISSEL: Our position hasn't been to half the sige or anything. We 


think the herd should be controlled. It should be cut down from its present size. 
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There are too many of them. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have any figures that you feel it should 
be cut to? 

MR. ISSEL: We haven't gone on record on any amount, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have any particular places where you 
feel that more ought to be done rather than some other place? 

MR, ISSEL: Well, we have more complaints in the northern area. 


Now, I don't know, in Southern California when one sea lion gets in a net or 


some thing he can do more damage in value of dollars and cents in one net, but 


in numbers of complaints we have more from the northern waters. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have very many at all from south of 
Point Conception ? 

MR, ISSEL: Many complaints ? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Many complaints south of Point Conception. 

MR, ISSEL: As I said, we haven't got a commercial fisherman that 
fishes in California waters that doesn't complain about sea lions regardless of 
type gear used, nets as well as everything else. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, you don't know where any concentration 
of complaints are then? 

MR, ISSEL: No. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You just have complaints from all over the 


MR, ISSEL: I note that there's more from the northern waters. 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have any assessment of the damage, 


do you have any figures? 


MR, ISSEL: No, I don't think that anybody has ever tried to compile 
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the damage in dollars and cents. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you think that you could arrange through 


your people to find out the approximate damage for say this year and the year 


after ? 


MR, ISSEL: I think if it was necessary we could do that. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: And you would go ahead and make it available 
to the committee ? 

MR, ISSEL: Right. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: This is an interesting position somewhat. 
Fishermen shouldn't have to ward off predators. They are under a field -- 
Of course, there are other fields, for instance, the field of migratory birds, 
where there is no control. 

That's the end of my questions, Senator. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of the witness ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: On that subject, we have to realize that the 
state does -- or the county; it's the same thing -- does control squirrels and 
rabbits and that sort of thing, so it is not outside of the -- 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Oh, no, it is a perfectly good practice. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: A question: do you think that a seal will eat 
more than ten pounds of fish in a day? 

MR, ISSEL: Absolutely. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Is it your opinion he will only eat fish like 


hake and that sort of fish, the rough fish? 
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MR, ISSEL: Well, everything I know from talking to fishermen on this 
whole coast -- and I mean on every type of gear used -- as I stated earlier 
here, they haven't any preference for food. They will take whatever they can, 
because they rob fish off of lines and rob gear of every type fish there is 
that's fished commercially. They may not take bottom fish so much, but they 
will take any other fish that you pull up. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: On the subject of this "hake", are you really 
troubled with the numbers of hake that you catch with your nets. I am just 
asking this for a matter of information, to try to find out what a hake does look 
like. I don't recall seeing one. I guess I have never seen one. 

MR, ISSEL: Well, drag boat fishermen do have trouble with hake. It's 


about the only boat that I know of. I have heard of purse-seine nets wrapping 


them up a few times, but I think it's been very, very few times on a boat that 


I've ever heard of. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, in your opinion, the hake are 
a bottom fish or else a very deep fish -- in other words, the drag net gets them. - 

MR, ISSEL: That's right. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: A round haul net doesn't get them but very 
seldom ? 

MR, ISSEL: Very seldom. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: What would be your opinion as to why that is 


MR, ISSEL: I don't know the explanation for it. I don't know the habits 
of the fish. I would like to see somebody develop a method of utilizing the 
fish, That is one of the things that we are interested in, too, but nobody seems 


to want to spend any money to find a way to utilize that fish. There's no 
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reason why it can't be utilized if some money was spent and some time and 
effort. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Do you know of any group of people or type of 
industry that is using the killer whale for any type oil or dog food or -- 

MR. ISSEL: I do not. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: You don't know of anybody. 


MR. ISSEL: No. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister, I think that the whale is 


protected by international treaty. If I understand correctly, they are allowed 


one large whale or a grey whale, and they are allowed two small ones, so they 
are always glad for one big one. Now, maybe I can be corrected there, but 
that is what I was told. The killer whale is a smaller whale and probably they 
would rather go after the large ones, because they would get more economic 
results. 

Now, did you have further testimony to give? 

MR, ISSEL: Yes. Just to keep the record straight, one at a time: 

I would like to speak next for the Fish Cannery.Workers and Fishermen's Union, 
San Francisco Bay Area. Just briefly, we are in the same position as the 
Seafarers International Union of North America and a number of our affiliated 
unions up and down the coast. 

Next, I would like to speak for the Aquatic Resources Committee, 
which is a committee in San Francisco area that is made up of the Marine 
Staff Officers Office and Allied Personnel, Local One, AFof L-CIO, San 
Francisco, which is the union better known and the Fish Cannery Workers is 
apart of it, The Northern California Seafood Institute, the Marin Rod and Gun 


Club, Tyee Club, Sportsmen's Post of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, San 
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Francisco, the Associated Sportsmen of California, the Resort and Harbor 


Owners Association. They are in the same position, They studied this bill and 


have discussed it with all their members, and they are all on record in favor 
of the bill. 

Next, John Gilchrist asked that I read this letter into the record. 
I think you already have a copy of the letter, but he asked that I read it into the 
record, It's dated August the 18th, 1960 and addressed to Senator Howard 


Williams, Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources, State Capitol Building, 
Sacramento, California: 

"Dear Senator Williams: An engagement of which I had no 
previous knowledge prevents my attendance at the committee hearings 
scheduled for August 29th and 30th. Since our members are directly affected 
by the depredation of our salmon fishery,by sea lions, we are, of course, 
greatly concerned with the problem posed by the increasing sea lion population, 
Chapter 5, Section 4500 of the Fish and Game Code, clearly recognizes this 
problem by giving the department authorization to reduce the herd whenever 
such recourse is deemed advisable. While the department itself acknowledges 
the immediate necessity of the reduction of the herd for reasons more ascetic 
than practical, they have failed to carry out the intent of Section 4500. Even 
though we may understand the reluctance of the department to do the job, we 
feel that they should accept the responsibility as laid down by the Legislature, 
A bounty on sea lions does not seem to be the answer unless such a bounty is 
high enough to warrant a commercial trapper, operating under Commission 
permit, reducing the herd by taking them from the rookeries and not from 
deep water, Unfortunately, a sea lion has little commercial value, hence 


the need for a bounty to act as an inducement for the commercial hunter. 
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There is only one plant in the northern area capable of handling sea lions for 


commercial purposes. I understand, from them, that the handling problem 
attendant to this operation is such as to preclude a very profitable return. 

"There are just a few things I might mention from the 
conservation and public necessity viewpoint. 

"There is no question as to the enormous numbers of fish 
destroyed by sea lions. I am sure you have testimony to substantiate this. 

"From a conservation standpoint, this herd should be reduced 
because they definitely destroy a valuable food resource. We have no compunction 
in killing coyotes and wolves which destroy beef and lamb. Nor do we hesitate 
to reduce deer herds when grazing are over-populated. I am sure that you and 
the committee know that in the event of a total atomic war, it is generally 
agreed that sustenance for the public must come only from the sea for a 
considerable period of time. This being the case, then it is certainly in the 
general public interest to properly control this predator. 

"Sportsmen and commercial operators alike are unanimously 
agreed that our salmon fishery is now, because of man-made water diversions, 
confined to such a narrow spawning area as to warrant great alarm over the 
continued availability of the fishery. We are also agreed that the California 
Water Department Plan presents new obstacles. This fishery is now faced 
with so many hazards that managerial control of a predator such as the sea 
lion should demand immediate attention. 

"Again, Iam truly sorry that I cannot be with you in person, 

We trust that in your good judgment you will find a solution to this problem. 


Respectfully yours, John P. Gilchrist, "' of the Northern California Seafood 
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Institute. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is there further testimony that you wish to add 


MR, ISSEL: That is all I have now. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of the witness? 

SENATOR CAMERON: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

SENATOR CAMERON: I have a question of Mr. Gilchrist. Probably it 
isn't very fair to ask you about it. 

MR, ISSEL: I don't think it would. 

SENATOR CAMERON: No. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Thank you very much. 

MR, ISSEL: I would just like to say I would like to find the water where 
these fish are in the same abundance they were twenty years ago. I would just 
like to go fishing there. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, gentlemen of the committee, we are 


going to recess until the hour of 1:30, sharp. The committee will stand 


recessed, 





For Bragg, California 
August 29, 1960 
1:30 p.m. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is Mr. Laurence J. Moitozo here? 
The next witness I am going to call, then, is Mr. Otto Weissich. 
MR. WEISSICH: Do you want me to come up? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: If you will, please. I will ask the committee 
members, if they will, when they ask questions to please speak up, because we 
want to be sure that the question is recorded as well as the answer by the 


witness. 


Now, please, Mr. Weissich, would you please give your name 


and your official position for the record? 


MR, OTTO WEISSICH, Vice-President, Del Monte Fishing Company 


MR. WEISSICH: My name is Otto Weissich. I am Vice-President of the 


Del Monte Fishing Company, San Francisco, California. 


I am here purely to make a few scattered comments. I am not 
here with a lot of statistics, but I just want to make a few comments. 
I want to say, first, that I agree with Mr. Croker and 


Mr. Anderson that the seal is a migratory animal, that it follows the fish. 


\ J algo want to say that all of these tests if my hearing aid allowed me to hear 


at all clearly were made in southern California. Therefore, there is nothing 
in the record as far as the commission is concerned that deals with salmon 
in any nature whatsoever. 

In view of the fact that both of these gentlemen have commented 
on the situation that the seal is migratory, I think it is very reasonable to 
believe that when salmon are moving -- they're also migratory -- and the 


seal would follow the salmon, 
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It's my personal experience after forty-five years in the fishing industry, 


Ihave seen many thousands of salmon destroyed by seals and sea lions, 


especially in the mouths of rivers. I have seen it at the mouth of the Eel River 


in California and the mouth of the Klamath. I have seen it up in the Olympic 
Peninsula an the Quinault River where the Indian Reservation is. Every place 
where I have been, in all of the years that I have travelled in the fishing industry, 
the seal has been destroying salmon. 

The question might arise, 'Why is it that the salmon haven't 
disappeared more than they have.'' Forty-five years ago, we didn't have the 
sportsmen fishing salmon in California as we have today. That's become a 
great sport, and of course a great many salmon are taken by the sportsmen. 

Going into Canada, I took out this year, I hauled out for operation on 
seals about fifteen hundred animals that were killed -- on St. George Island 
and one other Island -- I have forgotten the name of it for the moment -- These 
animals were killed under a permit from the Canadian Government by Marine 
Products of Canada, a Mr. Martin Judd is the name of the gentleman who ran 
the expedition, and these seals were killed on the rookeries. They were shot. 
They were then hauled out to a mother ship and eviscerated, and I don't have 
statistics to prove my statement -- Iam sorry that Mr. Judd and his members 
of the party that ran that operation are not present to testify -- but in almost 
every instance, there were either salmon or halibut bellies, stomachs, in 
the stomachs of these seals. They are living very heavily on the salmon in 
Washington and in Alaska and in British Columbia. The British Columbia 
Government is doing all they possibly can by giving permits to individuals to 


go out and kill these sea lions. 





The United States Bureau of Fisheries and Wildlife in 1959 put up 


$50,000 as a subsidy -- you can call it a subsidy or whatever you like -- to 


the Washington Fish and Oyster Company of Seattle, Washington, who sent the 
Artic Maid into Alaska waters to kill sea lions. They recognized the terrific 
need for the doing away of these animals that are destroying so much of our 
fish life. 

I have been in touch with Mr. Royce, of the United States Bureau of 
Fisheries and Wildlife since early in 1958. Some of the correspondence goes 
into 1957. The Department of Interior, Bureau of Fish and Wildlife, have been 
greatly concerned about the sea lion situation as have the Canadian Government, 
the Japanese and the Russian Governments. They all recognize that itis a 
tremendous destroyer of food fish. 

Now, there are some fishermen present in this audience here that 
could tell us very effectively -- not about some sea lion that was shot on some 
little place down in Southern California where ail he could get to eat was a 
barracuda or some other fish that was available. But these gentlemen could 
tell us very plainly and very simply the sea lions are consuming considerable 
quantities of salmon -- not so much halibut in California anymore, because 
there is very little halibut left. Don't ask me why. I don't know. 

But they are consuming a lot of salmon. Now, all of these situations 
point to a proposition where somewhere along the line we have got to get some 
help. Industry as a whole has to get some help. When I say "the industry", 

I also mean the people of the State of California, It's very nice to say that 
the sea lion is a very sporty animal. We like to watch their antics when they 
are playing around and all that sort of thing, but I have watched rats and mice 


the same way, and skunks and weasels, and they play the same way. They 
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are very interesting, but they are always destroying something. It's my firm 
belief -- this purely a comment on my part -- for my part, I believe the 
commission should do everything possible to aid and abet the commercial -- 
the fishing industry and the sportsmen's industry to do everything they can 
to do away with the sea lion herds, at least get them down to a point where they 
are not so prominent that they take the enormous quantities of food fish that they 
are taking today. 

I disagree completely with the statements that were made here 
that the sea lion would be satisfied with ten pounds of food. In my mind, that's 
an absurd and ridiculous statement -- giving all due credence to the source from 


which it came -- because I have personally seen the stomachs of sea lions, 


a three thousand pound bull with J least two hundred-- 175 to 200 pounds of 


feed in him. And they can't live on ten pounds, 

I would like to call your attention to another situation here, 
gentlemen. All our city, county, state and federal government agencies are 
spending millions of dollars on civil defense, teaching us how terrible it would 
be if we were attacked by atomic explosions, on our coast here or anyplace in 
the United States. We overlook, I am afraid, for the moment, that if such an 
attack comes about and there is a fall-out, we are not the only people and we 
are not the only living thing that is going to be affected -- cows, sheep, pigs, 
dogs, cats, mice, rats, skunks, everything will be affected. We are going to 
have to look to the sea very, very heavily for our food supply if we ever get 
into that situation. The evidence of that is rather prominent when you see the 
various things our federal government is doing today, or attempting to do, 
in the way of subsidizing the commercial fishing industry by boat loans and by 


giving us monies that we ask for to represent the difference between building 
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a bottom in foreign waters or putting it in American waters, They realize that 
the time is coming shortly where we are going to have to look to the sea very 
greatly for our food supply. Even if we don't have an atomic attack, we will 
still have to look to the sea for our food. Where they used to raise food in this 
country, they are now building apartment houses. The people are moving away 
from farms. They are doing everything to grow stuff again. We just are not 
going to have food unless we go to the sea. If we allow these animals that are 
consuming food fish to continue along these lines, we are just not going to have 
that fish. 
I am merely up here to make a few comments, and I just don't 

-- Idon't know what else to say. I would like to answer some questions if you 
gentlemen have any that you think I might be able to answer. If I can't answer, 
Iwill say, "I don't know. " 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of the witness ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Yes, I have. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator Hollister. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: In your opinion, will a sea lion -- or, let's 


put it: from your knowledge, do you know whether a sea lion feeds more 
or less -- well, I won't say "exclusively" -- preponderantly on non-food fish 
or do you have information -- 

MR, WEISSICH: I think I have on that, Senator, and it's this: we 
have in our life -- there's a saying that we either have chickens or feathers 
to eat, The sea lion has to eat this fish that you've asked so many questions 
about, this hake. He'll get along with it.. If he's in an area where there's 
salmon or halibut, he's not going to eat hake or squid or anything else. He's 


going to eat what's there. It's admitted that they're migratory, and when 
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that salmon moves that sea lion is right behind him. The more that they band 


together -- the more the salmon band together, the sea lions gather, 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: Has any person ever taken a sea lion in 
captivity, one that was reasonably wild and tamed them and offered them the 
hake and a salmon and a halibut. 

MR, WEISSICH: They'll eat any of them. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, has anybody ever done that. 

MR. WEISSICH: We have sold to San Francisco Aquarium fish for 
years, and they feed their animals, and, of course, there are sea lion there, 
too, and we sell them small soles, rex soles, hake, black cod, any variety of 
fish that's available at the particular time that the price range allows us to 
supply we send, The sea lions will eatit. They will eat anything in the fish 
line to my knowledge. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, you disagree with the Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game. Right now, they say that the sea lion feeds prepond- 
erantly on the rough fish. 

MR. WEISSICH: I disagree with that completely, because salmon and 
halibut and black cod are not rough fish. They are very desirable commercial 
fish, That's only my opinion, I am not an expert or not a college professor. 

I just know from years of experience that that's the answer. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: But you do know from your knowledge that if 
a sea lion is given any kind of fish, he'll eat it. 

MR. WEISSICH: That's right. They are just the same as we are, sir. 
If we are hungry, we'll eat hamburger; if they let us, Filet Mignon and T-Bone 
steaks, that's what we eat, and when the salmon are moving, that's the 


Filet Mignon for the sea lions. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: One question. You operate primarily north of 
San Francisco? That's where your interests are, north of San Francisco? 

MR, WEISSICH: My interests start in Santa Barbara. I have an 
operation in Santa Barbara that I just started in on on July lst. Iam going to 
endeavor to expand the bottom fishery in that area and by fishing in waters that 
-- as far as I know -- have not been fished heretofore. I also -- we also have 
an operation in San Francisco which is a wholesale fish business, It's been 
operating since 1903. That's a little bit before I got into it. And we are also 
in the whaling business. We have been nine years in the whaling industry. 
I've gone through the same thing and listened to all of these various fish food 
like the whale eats. We take an average of 200 a year, and every stomach of 
those whales are examined and the record is turned over to the United States 
Government for careful analysis, examples and record-keeping, and we've 
never found a salmon; we've never found a halibut in a whale. We find very 
small, minute shrimp life that never grow longer than a half to five-eights of 
an inch long, the same type of shrimp that the Japanese use for their tropical 
fish feeding. We find a very minute clam. On occasion, we find some herring. 
We find anchovies, or we find a certain type of sea kelp in there, but very 
rarely do we ever find what we would call an edible fish. We have never 


found mackeral, halibut, salmon or any of those varieties of fish in a whale. 


It's possible that they could get in there because when a whale opens up its 


mouth for twenty-one feet something has to go in there. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, the size of the seal, the seals in 
southern California are smaller than the ones in the north? 


MR, WEISSICH: I am not too familiar with the seals in Southern 
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California, sir, but I know the ones -- the seals that we have been taking in the 
Canadian waters -- we haven't been taking those seals -~ pardon my statement 
-- we have been hauling the carcasses down after they have been shot and 


eviscerated and cooled. We haul them down into Belingham, Washington, and 


they are skinned and the meat is taken off amd the-meat is ground up for mink 


feed for the feeding of mink and fox, and the rest of the carcass is ground up to 
make meal and get whatever oil is available in there, 
But the animals in the Pacific Northwest and in Alaska and 
Canada, some of the large bulls will run as high as three thousand pounds, 
The people that are doing the hunting, they try to-shoot animals that are ina 
balance of 1500 pounds each, Well, that's the commercial aspect, because the 
bigger they are the more opportunity to get some return on it. 
I am not familiar with the seals in Southern California, I am 
sorry to say. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Then it's the large seal that you have reference 
to when you say that they'll have a content in their stomach of 175, 
MR. WEISSICH: Enormous quantities in their stomachs, enormous 
quantities. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I got the impression from Mr. Croker's 
statement that it was the small seal of the south that might run ten pounds. 
MR. WEISSICH: That's quite possible, but it would have to be a very 
small one. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of this witness? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Go ahead, Senator O'Sullivan. 
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SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You heard testimony-- 


MR. WEISSICH: I don't hear you, sir. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You heard the testimony earlier today about 
the number of sea lions that had been counted in various years. 

MR. WEISSICH: I will have to read that article that Mr. Anderson 
wrote because unfortunately I wear a hearing aid, and I did not hear him 


clearly when he was reading it. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, I can give a rough summary of it. 


Assuming that in 1928 there were 4900 and that in 1936 there were 4900 -- 


these figures are from Point Conception north to the Oregon line -- in 1947, 
there were 5700, 1958, 7100, and then in 1960, there were 6,000. Do you 
have any opinion as to how many of these sea lions should be contained in order 
to satisfy any problems they're creating? 

MR, WEISSICH: In my opinion, -- and I don't think it would be very 
happily accepted -- in my opinion, if they were all eliminated it would be good 
for the human beings of the country and the citizens of the State of California 
and for the fish life of the state. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Then I take it -- Is it your opinion that we 
should eradicate the entire population? 

MR, WEISSICH: That's my opinion, frankly, yes. If they want to see 
a sea lion, let them go to the aquarium and see one, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: One other question: do you have an opinion 
as to whether or not they will kill more things than they actually eat? 

MR, WEISSICH: Yes, they do. You can refer that question to a number 
of men who live on the sea. When the seal, or sea lion, first begins to eat if 


a salmon line is coming up, or a:black cod line -- I won't say halibut in 
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California because we don't have much of it anymore -- but they will take a 


whole salmon and eat or two salmon or three salmon, After they -- as the 


slang expression goes - after their belly is full, then they will just take the 


stomach of the salmon, and then after they are satisfied, they will deliberately 
destroy fish and throw them away. They are absolutely a destructive animal. 
If it wasn't for the fishermen of this state who have been decent enough to carry 
rifles in their boats and shoot these whenever they get a chance, we would have 
enormous herds of them today. We should be very grateful to the commercial 
fishermen for that, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Would you -- your company or any other 
company that you know of be interested in taking these sea lions commercially? 

MR, WEISSICH: No, we would not be interested. It's a very expensive 
operation. It's not an easy operation. In order to take a sea lion, he must be 
taken on shore, because if you shoot him in the water he sinks. He goes to the 
bottom. In order to take them -- the way they are taking them in Alaska, and 
the way they are taking them in Canada, they are taking them on the rookeries 
at their breeding time, or their pupping time. At that time, they are not as 
susceptible to gun fire, and if you can shoot twenty-five or thirty or forty of 
them -- as many as you can handle without actually destroying them -- you 
have a chance for about two months to operate, but to try to go out commercially 
and shoot sea lions on the seasons that is off of their breeding season or their 
pupping season, it's just out of the question, It's a very special operation, 
It's not a cheap operation, It is simple enough to shoot them in the ocean and 
Sink them and that's the end of it, but when you are going to take them and 


Tecover what's in the animal commercially, it's costly. 
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SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have any idea of how many fish that 


the sea lions hurt off the coast of California? Can you say how many pounds? 


MR, WEISSICH: I wouldn't have any idea, sir, but all I can say is that 
it must be a tremendous quantity from all the years of experience that I've 
been in the fishing industry, and of all the talk I've heard and what I've seen 
of actually fishing, I don't know how it's possible to formulate any statistical 
record that would have any semblance of accuracy whatsoever. We don't know 
anymore than we know what the rats eat. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you think if you took the sea lion and 
eradicated him that the other predator fish -- 

MR. WEISSICH: I don't believe that at all. I am very frank to say so, 
Maybe documentary evidence would prove my assumption completely wrong, 
but I don't believe that. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You don't believe that if we eradicated the sea 
lion the predatory fish -- 

MR, WEISSICH: You mean the shark and that sort of thing? 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Would they be as depredatious as the sea 


MR, WEISSICH: Well, I don't know if I get your question quite clearly. 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you have an opinion as to whether or not 
if we eradicated all of these sea lions -- all of them -- as to whether or not 
the resulting growth: of the predator fish that today the sea lions have to take 
would be as large a factor in destruction of market fish as the sea lions 
would be? 
MR. WEISSICH: No, I don't think it would be, because the fish that live 


off of other fish operate entirely different than the sea lion does. Now, since 


66 





.- to cite an instance that's more or less factual, mostly factual -- there was 
a time when shark were very much in demand for the liver that the shark 
contained for Vitamin A for pharmaceutical purposes, and it was a very heavy 
fishery in California, Oregon, Washington and Alaska and British Columbia 
and up into the Aleutians on the shark. There were several varieties of shark, 
and it was an enormous industry until such a tans as they were able to make 
Vitamin A synthetically, and then of course it wasn't commercially practical 
to go out kill -- take shark anymore. 

Since that time it is very difficult to go by now more than two or 
three days without picking up a newspaper and telling us how plentiful the shark 
are, and somebody gets killed when they're in swimming and that sort of thing. 

Now, if the shark, these large animals, were working on these 
sea lions at all, they would be out of sight by this time. The shark don't live 
on those animals. We have examined thousands of the shark bellies, and we 


never found any sea lion hide or anything like that in them. It's always been 


some variety of fish life. They live on each other in the sea, and that's been 


going on since the beginning of time. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Short of eradication, assuming an eradication 
was impossible, do you have any suggestions as to how a program of control 
should be carried out? 

MR, WEISSICH: I can only say that the United States Government, 
United States Bureau of Fisheries and Wildlife, in order to try to get somebody 
to go out and kill these animals put up a certain sum of money to go out and 
do it. The British Columbia Government has done the same. There are 
several seal hunting companies in British Columbia now. As I say, I hauled 


down the carcasses, my company hauled down the carcasses for one of the 
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companies. There are other companies that are operating and killing sea lions. 


Now, the sea lions are not going to be completely eliminated by 
these companies operating, because there aren't enough of them operating. You 
have to have a maximum of facilities available when these animals are available 
to get. It's no different than when the peaches are ripe or the cherries are ripe. 
They have to be picked then or you lose them. Now, with the sea lion, you can't 
hunt -- you can hunt sea lions twelve months of the year if you want to go out 
and shoot them and let them sink to the bottom, which is also a very good idea. 
The Fish and Game have a nunber of boats, and that would be fine if they went 
out there and shot sea lions, I think they would be doing a wonderful service 
for the state, but under this set -- as I understand it -- What they are trying to 
do, either eliminate completely or partially, this tremendous herd of animais 
that we have in the state now and not waste the product that comes from them, 

In other words, if that meat is available for mink feed or for dog and cat food, 
the carcasses can be made into oil and meal, they're trying to utilize that. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Would you recommend that in this state? 

MR, WEISSICH: Recommend what? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Recommend that method of proceeding toward 
eradication. 

MR, WEISSICH: Which one did you mean: shoot them at sea? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: As they do in Canada where they are paying 
somebody, 

MR, WEISSICH: They are not paying anybody in Canada now. They 
are giving a permit, but the man who has had the permit for two years is 
completely broken. He's been unable to operate successfully and profitably. 
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In other words, he hasn't been able to make his expense items. I know because 
he owes my company considerable money, and we haven't been paid for hauling 


these animals down, 


It's not a cheap or easy operation, It's an expensive operation. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: But you don't have any suggestions as to how 


to carry it out? 


MR. WEISSICH: No. If the state itself undertakes it, if they can under- 


take it with boats that they have, and they can make some arrangements 


possibly with some people of the state who are in a position to render out those 


materials, that probably would be the least expensive approach to it. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you recommend that we take them off the 
unprotected list? 

MR, WEISSICH: That's my recommendation, yes. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: That's all I have, Senator. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Arnold? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, I think the statement was made this morning, 
Mr. Weissich, that some money was being spent, something like $120,000 a 
year up north -- 

MR. WEISSICH: They're not spending that now, sir. They spent that 
inone year. That was of an experimental nature. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Isee. Well, then it was stated that from that 
study that did nothing more than control them, 

MR, WEISSICH: I also heard pretty much uniformly that had they not 
done that the herd would certainly have been larger now. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, then, what is your recommendation 


assuming that you wish to eliminate them all, how would it be done? 
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MR. WEISSICH: Well, it would have to be done either by shooting them 
at sea and letting them go to the bottom, eliminate them, cold-bloodedly 


eliminating them, or subsidizing commercial companies to go out and kill them, 


They can't do it without some sort of subsidies. Nobody would attempt it, I am 


sure. The Canadian people have tried it, and their fisheries and wildlife venture 
was not successful, They tried to work it out on a commercial basis, and it 
was not successful, The operation didn't pay off. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? One question, please. 

MR. WEISSICH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Is it your feeling that it's in the northern 
waters where the large sea lion, the Steller sea lion, where they should exert 
most of their efforts for control? 

MR. WEISSICH: Well, I merely feel that way, sir, because from the 
report that I heard this morning from Mr. Anderson and Mr. Croker most of 
this work has been done in Southern California. Now if I heard it clearly -- 
and Iam sorry I don't hear too well -- the stomachs of some 300 animals 
were taken and examined. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: That's right. 

MR, WEISSICH: And I heard there was one they found some barracuda, 
and they found other varietiesof fish. Well, it is unreasonable to believe that 
they could have any knowledge of what they're doing to salmon if that investi- 
gation was made in Southern California waters where there aren't any salmon, 
Of necessity, to learn what is happening to salmon and to black cod, they 


must do their work in the waters where those fish are prevalent not in waters 


where they don't exist. 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I think that they did say that there were 
some salmon found in sea lions in the south, but as you say most of this 
investigation took place in Southern California, 

MR, WEISSICH: That's what I heard, yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: One more question: this man that you 


mentioned working in Canada went broke because he couldn't make a go of this 


taking of sea lions for reduction purposes, Was he taking them on the 


rookeries -- 

MR, WEISSICH: He was taking them on the rookeries, taking them 
right on the rookeries, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And so, on that basis, taking them on the 
rookeries in California, you couldn't make a go of it either then,. 

MR, WEISSICH: I doubt it very much, I doubt it very, very much, 
I think very frankly, it's my opinion, that if we have to reduce the herds in 
California there's going to have to be an expense to the people to do it, or the 
commission, which are the people. You don't have the quantities in 
California that you do in the Pacific Northwest waters. They are huge 
quantities, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I think Mr. Croker pointed out through his 
pictures that some of the islands you can't get on them anyway. 

MR, WEISSICH: That's right. It is very difficult. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: So to shoot a seal on the island -- 

MR, WEISSICH: It's very difficult. I have a picture here of one of 
the islands up in Alaska where it is very difficult to get on the island even, 
Now this would be a very difficult place to get onto. It's rocky and it's 


quite steep. The picture under it is on a sandy beach. It.would be very 
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simple. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, what kind of a rifle would you use from 
a boat in this particular picture. 

MR, WEISSICH: Well, I think a point three oh three. I guess that's 
a thirty-thirty, isn't it, I'm not-- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, how much of this particular shot did you 
figure out -- 

MR. WEISSICH: Well, these fellows that are hunting them in Canada 
they get one shot per seal. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, they're on the beach. 

MR, WEISSICH: Yes, they're on the beach. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: How about the fellows that are on the boat? 

MR. WEISSICH: They would have to shoot quite a few. There would be 
quite a few shots, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: I have one, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Arnold? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Do you use in your commercial fishing this 
cherry bomb that we heard mentioned this morning? 

MR, WEISSICH: What was that? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Cherry bomb. 

MR. WEISSICH: I am not familiar with that. Such fishing as we do 


ourselves is all bottom fishing. It's done at the bottom of the ocean, 


Occasionally we get a sea lion in one of those nets, but we are not bothered 


48 much as the other fishermen are, the salmon fishermen and the black cod 


fishermen, and the type of fishermen who don't fish so close to the bottom. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? Go ahead, Senator, 
SENATOR SLATTERY: Mr. Weissich, did you hear the gentlemen from 


the Department of Fish and Game this morning say that in their opinion the 


population of sea lions had leveled off, that in the past good number of years 


there has been no appreciable increase, 

MR, WEISSICH: I did hear that, yes. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: In your experience in the fishing business, 
does your experience bear this out that there's no increase, 

MR, WEISSICH: I couldn't answer that, Senator. I don't know, 

I don't know whether there has been an increase or a decrease, I just heard 
the gentleman make the statement, and I assume it's correct because they 
have statistics available to substantiate their statements. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Well, is this problem more acute now, the 
sea lion problem with the fishermen? 

MR, WEISSICH: Well, we think it is more acute for this reason, 
Senator, that for instance our salmon is not very plentiful. The fishermen 
have had a difficult time getting any appreciabie volume of salmon, and it's 
been very noticeable, and [I think you will find a great many of the sportsmen 
who will tell you the same thing. It's very noticeable that there has been a 
lot of destruction by sea lions this year. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: More than usual,?’ 

MR, WEISSICH: That I wouldn't say, sir. There has been a lot of it 
because there were less salmon caught. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: I see. 

MR, WEISSICH: The sea lions would be more apt to go after ten 


Salmon -- you see a greater percentage of destruction in ten salmon than 
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say alongside of a hundred salmon. I] don't know whether I make that clear, 


but that's the point I am trying to say. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: That's all the questions I have. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator O'Sullivan? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Mr. Weissich, as J understand the situation 
insofar as sea lions are concerned, it seems to be a problem only in relation 
to the salmon. 

MR. WEISSICH: Well, it's not only salmon, sir. They give you the 
same problem with your black cod fishing. At a time when we had halibut 
fishing in California, which we don't have so much anymore -- don't ask me 
why. I don't know. That's a question for the Fish and Game to tell us. Those 
people all suffer from it: halibut, black cod, salmon, I think, are the three 
biggest sufferers on this sea lion deal. [I think the salmon is getting hit the 
worse. That's the Filet Mignon for them instead of the hamburger. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Are you familiar with the situation where the 
Fish and Game Department can issue a permit to kill deer causing depredation 
on crops. Do you have any thinking as to whether or not on the sea lion, 
leave them on the protected list but where a showing is made allow the 
Commission to issue a permit to destroy them in the particular area. 

MR, WEISSICH: I think definitely they should, wherever possible they 
should issue permits to allow the animals to be killed. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You think that feature could be and should 
be extended in case of sea lions. 

MR, WEISSICH: Say that again. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you think the permit should be issued. 


MR. WEISSICH: Yes. The way it is now the only people can shoot 
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them legally is the fishermen. 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Then only when they are destroying nets. 


MR. WEISSICH: That's right. Well, a net ora line, if they are bringing 


up salmon and the sea lions are trying to beat them to it and get the salmon 


before they get it in the boat, they are privileged to shoot them. Iam sure if 
it weren't for that we would have a much greater population of them. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Suppose we left them on the protected list 
and we made an exception from Point Conception north to the Oregon line 
and in that area sea lions may be taken. 

MR, WEISSICH: You wouldn't find anybody that would go after them. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Here's the point that J am interested in, 

If the fishermen are being damaged by sea lions in this particular area, then 
they wouldn't go out and kill them? 

MR, WEISSICH: ThatI can't answer. They're killing all that they can 
now, Iam sure, when they are out fishing, but when their boats are in, they 
are not allowed to shoot them, of course. 

I don't know whether I am making my point clear. If the man is 
out in his boat making his living or earning his livelihood catching salmon, 
and a sea lion or sea lions are molesting his operations, as I read the law he 
is allowed to destroy that animal, which he is doing to the best of his ability. 
However, the moment he ties his boat up on shore, he is no longer accorded 
that privilege. Now, if it comes to a commercial operation for people to go 
out and try to take these animals off the rookeries, I think it is going to be 
quite difficult for the state to get anybody to do it, because of the small 
quantity of them that are on the particular rookeries. Now in the over-ail 


Picture there are enough sea lions, but when they go on the rookeries -- I 
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understand there are none of the rookeries here that have over 12 or 1400 -~- 
I think Mr. Croker or Mr. Anderson could answer that one very well. But in 


order to do a job commercially on this thing or actually take these animals, 


you have to go out there and take a 1, 000 or 1500 of them to even cut the nut, 


as the slang expression is made. It can't be done on a small basis. It's too 
expensive. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: But you think if the fisherman were given a 
permit to go out on his own it would be a different story. 

MR, WEISSICH: I think if you gave him a permit and they allowed them 
to shoot wherever they saw sea lions, they would get rid of a lot of them. 
They are still protected. They are only shooting them where they are being 
molested. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

Thank you very much. We appreciated having you here and 
having your testimony. 

MR. WEISSICH: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, is Mr. Laurence J. Moitozo here? 
Would you come forward, please, and be seated, and give your name and 
your official position here for the record. 

LAURENCE J. MOITOZO, appearing on behalf of Senator Sanborn Young 

MR, MOITOZO: Iam a biologist. My name is Laurence Moitozo, 
Iam from San Jose. I represent Mr. Young, Sanborn Young, Senator Young, 
and while we have no official group the people with whom I have spoken, or 
the biologists with whom I associate, are in general agreement with this 
Statement, 


Basically, what we say here is the same thing that the Fish 
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and Game people have said. There are no incongruities. There zre several 


points that might be emphasized, the first one being that along the coast of 


California we have had tremendous herds of sea lions. It might also be noted 
that at this time we have tremendous herds of fish. Also, a predator -- this 
is generally true -- no predator is going to eat himself out of house and home. 
If he does, of course, he is going to be eliminated. Now, even with the hawk 
and owl proposition, where you have cycles in wild population. You have this 
in every wild population, It's doubtful and in many instances very obvious that 
the reason the population declines is depredation but from disease. ‘We find 
this is particularly true of mice. While mice have nothing to do with sea lions 
particularly, it is a generally accepted truth. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you mind elaborating on the Youth Science 
Institute at San Jose? You are the director? 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes, the Youth Science Institute is a scientific 
educational organization who have a membership of about 1500 people. They 
have banded together for the sole purpose of disseminating science information. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Of any subject, not particularly this? 

MR. MOITOZO: Practically any subject, yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, then, would you proceed with your 
testimony. 

MR. MOITOZO: Again, it's about the same as the Fish and Game 
people's testimony. There isn't anything drastically different. Ido feel, 
however, that in taking sea lions from the protected list doesn't guarantee any 
control, They'll be shot where they are available. They are an intelligent 
animal, I have myself kept sea lions in captivity. They learn very, very 


quickly what cooks, and if they are shot to any degree ina given area they 
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will move out. They will move out into an area that is much less accessible, 
I think the problem is with us and is going to stay with us. I 
think this almost perhaps comes into the category of the Act of God. 

As far as their diet is concerned, there have been several 
comments on the amount they can eat. From my own experience and from 
reading of the sea lions that have been kept in other locations, while it is true 
that a sea lion might possibly be able to eat more than ten pounds of fish ata 


sitting, they don't do this every day. Remember fish is a pretty high protein 


material, and if you knock off the zeros -- in other words, let's take an 800 


pound sea lion and say he is going to eat fifty pounds of fish -- that's an 80 


pound man eating five pounds in one gulp. This is kind of hard to swallow. 
It just doesn't happen. They could possibly eat more than this and they do, but 
they don't do this every day. 

The sea lions that I have kept in captivity both were females and 
ate sporadically -- every third day in one instance, twice a week in another, 
The intake varied from two pounds to five pounds a day. Now, these animals 
weighed about 100 pounds, 150 pounds, and again I say -- this is the California 
sea lion not the Steller sea lion. 

Do any of you gentlemen have questions? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: You said that sea lions don't like to be shot 
at. They become timid and leave the country. Do you think then if the 
fishermen then around Santa Barbara or Santa Rosa Islands go out and shoot 
at them sort of regularly -- they might not hit them all but they might scare 
them and eventually they would leave that area? 
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MR. MOITOZO: They will leave this immediate -- 
SENATOR HOLLISTER: By going out regularly, I mean. 


MR, MOITOZO: Yes. For example, if you crawl around that island 


after you have been shooting at him for any length of time, they are going to 


crawl around inside or get off there pretty quickly. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: What Iam trying to get at is -- 

MR. MOITOZO: They won't move a great distance. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: There isn't any great distance involved? 

In other words, they won't move over to the Santa Cruz Islands. 

MR. MOITOZO: I doubt it. I doubt it. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, where would they go? 

MR. MOITOZO: Into the ocean or hide somewhere until you were gone. 
During a given time -- Now, if you were to do this during pupping season or 
something else, that's another proposition. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: You mean if you did it during the pupping 
season, they might decide it was a precarious place and move someplace else? 

MR. MOITOZO: No, they would stay there and have their pups. You 
would probably kill more of them. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I see. They would stay right there. 

MR, MOITOZO: Of course, you have to remember, too, Senator, 
that there are few things in the ocean that don't eat fish. In every given 
population, certainly you are going to have predators, I don't care how you 
cut the pie. I firmly believe that if you were to remove the sea lions, you 
would simply open up more habitat area for other predators. I don't think 
you stand much of a chance in limiting the total number. Basically, what 


really happens is -- of course, the sea lions get caught at this and a number 
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of other animals don't, 


Also, itis very, very difficult to assay what happens on the end 


of a hook when you're not there. You pull up a hook and the salmon is torn to 


shreds. Whether a sea lion did this or a shark did this or whatever did this, 


it's pretty difficult to tell really. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Just a minute. Do you mean to say a fisher- 
man, a commercial fisherman, can't tell what bit on that? 

MR, MOITOZO: I don't know what evidence he'd have that a specific 
animal did it. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Have you ever looked inside of a shark's 
mouth or a sea lion's mouth? 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes, they both have very sharp, pointed teeth. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do you know about the rows of teeth in there? 

MR. MOITOZO: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do you mean that there is no difference? 

MR, MOITOZO: It is difficult to assay what did it. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I think you will find some men who will 
disagree with that but go ahead with your testimony. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I could disagree with that, too, because 
Ihave had sharks follow me as well as the seals, and they always swallow 
the rest of it up. You can see who did it. They're out there in the water, 
maybe a hundred feet or so away. They swallow it up unless they are out 
looking for some more. Don't you think so? 

MR, MOITOZO: Well, perhaps. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator O'Sullivan? 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: On page four, the last line, quote: "There 
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may be need of controlling sea lions around the mouths of some rivers, but 


there is no need to further complicate legislation, "' 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You would concede then that there may be -- 

MR, MOITOZO: Oh, sure. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: To remove sea lions at the mouths of some 
rivers on the north coast? 

MR. MOITOZO: It might be very true. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Would you think that something in the nature 
of a permit system, which could be issued -- the permit could be issued by 
the Department for the killing of sea lions at the mouths of these rivers might 
be advisable? Limit it to say 500? 

MR, MOITOZO: Probably, or any check on the number that were taken 
out. It doesn't actually make any difference who does it, but I think the thing 
that everyone is concerned over -- certainly I don't think it is justified to turn 
the whole thing open and say, ''Okay, go ahead." On the other hand ~- actually 
as it stands now, the law reads, and itis clear, that the Fish and Game people 
can issue a permit when it's necessary. It has been pointed out that it is a 
hard thing to do. It is pretty difficult to go out and say, "We're going to take 
500 animals, "' Why not 5,000? Why not the works? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, I am not asking if we should be taking 
9,000, Iam asking you about 500 off Point Conception. 

MR, MOITOZO: I don't think 500 would make much difference, 
However, the Fish and Game people are much more apt to -- 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You don't think 500 would do any damage to 


the total population? 
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MR. MOITOZO: Perhaps not. We have what, some 5,000? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: It runs between 5 and 10 thousand, 
MR, MOITOZO: Well, suppose you did take out 500. I don't think it 
would make much difference, 
Actually, again, too, it is a matter if they took out 500 Steller 
sea lions, you might end up with 500 eagles. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You want to destroy the sea lions that are 


damaging the fish, but you don't want to destroy them where the fish are? 


MR, MOITOZO: Yes, this is what is being done now, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Do you think the proper way to do it would be 
somewhat collectively. Find out where the guilty ones were, or we could make 
certain assumptions that they would be most likely to be where the fish are 
and destroy those first? 

MR. MOITOZO: Yes. This is why the statement: "Let's not compli- 
cate the -- '' We can do it now. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Perhaps the department could issue permits. 

MR. MOITOZO: The department could. I think this issue should be 
pretty closely their responsibility. It could be a part-time heip proposition, 
Iam sure. It could be done in a number of ways. But it should continue their 
respons ibility. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Would you consider the proposition, we'll 
Say, that for two years we'll allow 500 to be taken by permit in a certain area 
around the mouths of these north coast rivers where salmon spawn? 

MR, MOITOZO: No, I wouldn't until we found out 500 was of some 
Significance. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Until we found out that 500 reduction from 
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these 7000 would be reasonable ? 

MR. MOITOZO: That's right. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: So that you couldn't be too much damage to the 
total herd if you took 4 or 5 hundred sea lions. 

MR, MOITOZO: Also, you might not be doing any good as far as the 
fishing people were concerned, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? Senator Slattery? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: You state, Mr. Moitozo, that the biologists 
with whom you have spoken generally take the same position that you take? 

MR. MOITOZO: Let's put it this way. The people who have read this 
paper have acknowledged it. They are in general agreement, 


SENATOR SLATTERY: Mr. Moitozo, is this approximately the same 


paper that was read in the Committee on Fish and Game, Senate Fish and 


Game Committee in 1959? 
MR, MOITOZO: Right. 
SENATOR SLATTERY: I recognized some of it, yes. Now, you are 


not giving the impression that all biologists have the same position that you 


have ? 

MR. MOITOZO: No, No. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Just the smaii number that happened to read 
this paper? 

MR. MOITOZO: That's right. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Now, you heard the Fish and Game men say -- 
first, let me say this: you have generally the same position on the matter 


of sea lions that the Department of Fish and Game has. 
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MR. MOITOZO: Yes, sir. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Now you have heard the Fish and Game 
Department say they thought this would be ineffective because it was very 
difficult, if not impossible, to reduce the herds of sea lions. 

MR, MOITOZO: Right. 


SENATOR SLATTERY: There were no methods, that is, not unless 


you could go in and use some methods in the rookeries which are certainly 


not -- well, wouldn't be too agreeable with the general population. Otherwise, 
it would be difficult to reduce the herds. Is that correct? Is that your opinion, 
too? 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Would you then tell me why in the second 
paragraph of your statement that you make the statement that between 1860 and 
1870 the herds were reduced to a few hundred individuals. 

MR, MOITOZO: Pardon me -- 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Pardon me. Let me just finish the question, 
please. 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: They were killed in tremendous numbers for 
their oils and hides. Now, it would seem to me -- or would it not seem that 
with the rather primitive methods they would have of a hundred years ago 
that they could do this job on reducing the herd, and we couldn't do the job 
now ? 

MR. MOITOZO: From what I understand of the early ways, the way 
this was done, it was that they crawled up onto the beaches and speared them 


with spears, and there was also clubbing done; they clubbed them. There 
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was little shooting done. Mr. Croker might have more information on it, but 


Iam almost positive that that was the way it was done. Whether you could get 


people to do this today seems rather doubtful. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: But it would seem though that if it was possible 
to reduce the herds by using the methods that they used -- 

MR, MOITOZO: And again, whether this would be a publicly accepted 
thing, I doubt. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Well, that was not the qualification that the 
Department of Fish and Game used. 

MR, MOITOZO: Well, it's the one that I use. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Well, in that respect, your position is different, 

There is one other item that I would like to ask you about, and 
that was this experiment you made with feeding the sea lions in capitivity, 
a 100-pound sea lion. That's the other type, the California sea lion, 

MR. MOITOZO: The California. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: I believe you said it was fed two to ten pounds 
per day. 

MR, MOITOZO: No, no, no. No, I said they ate two pounds of fish 
at a sitting. One would eat every other day. The one that ate the ten pounds 
ate only twice a week. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Oh, I see. In other words, yourstatement 
from six then would be -- let's see -- every other day, would be three times 
two, six or six and seven pounds up to ten pounds a week, 

MR, MOITOZO: A week. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: What would that mean on a 2,000 pound bull? 


MR, MOITOZO: I have no idea. 
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SENATOR SLATTERY: It would be in proportion though? 

MR. MOITOZO: I doubt it. I do know that there was a bull kept in 
the zoo in Copenhagen, and this bull -- here he is in capitivity -- would 
never eat more than thirty pounds at one sitting. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: How often would he sit? 

MR, MOITOZO: Well, he didn't sit very long, but he would get it 
down fast. And again, the problem is how much -- The difficult situation 
is that you just don't walk up to a sea lion and say, ''Well, what did you have 
for breakfast this morning?" He is not even going to answer you. It is the 
hardest thing to find out. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Do you think that these sea lions would eat 
approximately the same as the ones in the wild state ? 

MR, MOITOZO: It has been my experience not only with sea lions but 
with other animals that in general they eat about the same as they do in the 


wild state. You have got to remember that an animal in the wild does not 


get exercise, then get hungry and go out and eat. He eats. He rests, generally.- 


When he gets hungry, he goes out again, you see. So consequently the 
exercise helps. This is true with a number of animals. The Great Horned 
Owls do about the same thing, for example. They eat about the same thing 
in capitivity weight-wise as they do in the wilds. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Wou have had experience, haven't you with 
how much the Steller sea lion would eat? 

MR. MOITOZO: The only one I have,Senator, is with the one in the 
Copenhagen Zoo, 

SENATOR SLATTERY: How much was this? 


MR. MOITOZO: Thirty pounds, 
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SENATOR SLATTERY: And how often did he eat? 

MR, MOITOZO: He was eating twice a week. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Twice a week. 

MR, MOITOZO: Yes. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: He weighed about how much? 

MR, MOITOZO: He was about 2,000 pounds. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: 2,000. That seems like a rather small 


porportion, 


MR, MOITOZO: Yes, it does. Well, you have to remember that fish 


is a high protein material. An elephant, for example, which is a huge animal 


and eats low protein material will eat 150 pounds of hay in one day, so weight- 
wise it doesn't mean too much. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Would it surprise you if a fisherman who had 
first eye-witness experience would tell you that they have known them, a 
seal to eat the offal from a packing -- the canneries, a hundred and fifty or 
two hundred pounds a day. 

MR. MOITOZO: It would very much surprise me. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Would it be impossible, would you say? 

MR, MOITOZO: Nothing is impossible, no. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: That's the oniy questions. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Yes, I have a couple. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I am trying to get the philosophy of some of 
this, and I have been reading some of these papers, and it seems the main 


reason for protection of the sea lions is because of the hazard of the carcass 
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coming ashore, 
MR, MOITOZO: That's one objection, 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: That's one of the main reasons, and [1am 


wondering if there was a bounty put on sharks would the same thing happen? 


Would we have the same feeling toward the shark as the sea lion? 

MR, MOITOZO: Well, if you caught the shark on a hook, you'd have 
him, wouldn't you? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: No, No. Iam not talking about that. Iam 
talking about shooting sharks or shooting -- Say, suppose a shark is eating a 
lot of fish, and we were talking about sharks now, would there be anybody 
here that wanted to protect the shark the same as to protect the seal, 
because both of them would come ashore and contaminate the beaches, 
wouldn't they? 

MR. MOITOZO: I have no idea. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, I just didn't know whether that would 
enter into it or not. Whether it was the fact-- 

MR, MOITOZO: If I were living -- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: -- that the sea lion is a more domesticated 
animal, looked more like what we are used to, and that's why we feel more 
friendly toward the sea lion than we would toward a shark. 

MR, MOITOZO: If it were to come on your front porch, which, of 
course, happens, too, on the beach, I don't believe you would be predisposed 
as to what its genesis was if it were stinking up the neighborhood. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, you would be just as opposed 
to eliminating sharks as you would be to seals and sea lions. 


MR. MOITOZO: Well, now, it depends upon what kind of shark you 
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are speaking of. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, you would have to say any shark from 
a three thousand pound shark down to a two hundred pound shark. 

MR, MOITOZO: If the shark is eating someone up, of course, it is 
another matter, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, you would go out and -- 

MR, MOITOZO: It's a matter of apples and oranges in that respect, 
because you have the fish on one side versus the human on the other, 


But, again, if you have three thousand pounds of decayed 


protein, it wouldn't make any difference if it were a shark or a sea lion, It's 


pretty stinky. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Cameron? 

SENATOR CAMERON: I just have one. I gather from listening to: the 
testimony from Fish and Game and from yourself, page four, one sentence, 
There seems to be a little concern about the amount of sea lions at the mouths 
of rivers. Is this -- What were you talking about? 

MR,. MOITOZO: Well, we do know and we have seen and have observed 
that the sea lions will congregate occasionally around the mouths of rivers. 
Now, there are several references in the literature where they have been 
shot. Some contained salmon and some contained lampreys. So, because 
they are playing with them and they are in the same immediate area with them 
doesn't necessarily mean they are going to come up with them. 

However, if they are there, and they are eating salmon at 
the mouths of rivers, this would be a logical place to exercise some control. 
SENATOR CAMERON: This is something you don't know and think 


might be worth -- 
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MR. MOITOZO: It's a good guess. It is a good off-hand guess, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

Thank you very much, 

MR, MOITOZO: You are very welcome, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I would like to call Mrs. Sargent to the 
stand, if you please. 

Mrs, Sargent, be seated, please. I wish you would give your 
name and tell us who you represent for the record. Would you speak so that 
it would be recorded? 

MRS, SARGENT: Would you let me know if I am speaking loud enough? 
Is that loud enough? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I think if you sat in this first chair here then 
we would be sure you were opposite the microphone. Those in the back of 
the room, please come forward in case you don't hear. Bring your chairs 
right around here, and we'll have a little chummy circle. 

MRS, SARGENT: No coffee? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Not right at the moment, but we will see what 
we can come up with later. Go right ahead now. Give your name and who 
you represent for the record. 

MRS. D,. A. SARGENT, Pets and Pals 
MRS, SARGENT: Gentlemen and Senators -- gentlemen: I am 


Mrs, D. A. Sargent. Iam president and founder of Pets and Pals. I am 


Vice-President of Pet Welfare. I am representing Humane Affiliates, 


Humane Educational League, Animal Aid and -- there's quite a few more. 


Practically all of the humane people of California, 
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MRS. SARGENT: Iam aiso now Legislative Chairman for the 
Humane Society of the United States, California Branch, whose headquarters 
are in Santa Barbara, Senator Hollister, and I am very happy to hear that the 


sea lions are so very well trained -- I shouldn't say "well-trained" -- but so 


very smart down there, so I think maybe, as I said to Senator Hollister at 


the door, if we trained the sea lions in Santa Barbara, maybe that's the whole 
problem, train them to stay out of the nets or something. 

I will go on with my speech, I seem to be facetious at the 
start. 

In our abundance of living, are we about to add our shameful 
record of being the greatest of all the predators? Scientists have said that 
of all the species of life on this planet engaged in mass warfare there are only 
seven, Man is one, and the other six are insects. 

We sympathize with you fishermen if the sea lions are 
competing with you for your catch of fish, but remember the fish and the sea 
lions belong to all the people. Everyone has to compete for a jiving, and 
there are hazards in every trade. The public owns and wants the sea lions, 
and the sea lions have a right to fish for their very sustenance, They don't 
have nets and fishing tackle to help them. Why not be a good sport and show 
you can catch another fish? Life worth living is full of challenges. 

Marine biologists have said sea lions' diet consists in a large 
part of fish that are not consumed by humans, such as lampreys which prey 
on food fish. The president of a large West Coast Salmon Packing Company, 
one of the largest, has been quoted in the Wall Street Journal: "In recent 
years, Japanese began catching young salmon in the open Pacific having lost 


their fishing grounds to Russia after World War Il. If these fish had survived, 
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they would have entered American and Canadian Rivers to spawn and be 


netted. "' He does not mention the depredation of sea lions as a factor in 


salmon fishing. 


We must protect our economy, it's true, but we must also 


protect the natural balance and not allow vandalism, There have already 


been too many sea lions killed indiscriminately and much damage has been 
caused to the sea lions of the future. The inaccuracy of killing in the 
greatest majority of cases; the escape of merely the wounded; great 
unnecessary torture; prolonged agonies and a merciless death of innocent 
living beings and the inability to recover the property of the public, [If 
there are too many sea lions and they need to be controlled, it should be 
left to the marine biologists, those who are trained, qualified and paid for 
the job. Marine experts have called this proposal of open season on sea 
lions, "Sickening from a moral viewpoint and from a biological viewpoint 
abhorrent, '' 

The fishermen should not be allowed to kill indiscriminately. 
I was very interested when Senator Hollister said, I believe, abouta 
bouncing boat and trying to kill a sea lion. I think we know even if we were 
right here with a rifle, a sea lion jumping up and down in the water would be 
a very hard target for most anyone with a rifle, and I think it is terrible 
and should not be that we are allowing these animals to be wounded to lay 
at the bottom of the sea to die. That's why all the humane people are 
against this indiscriminate killing. 

I have added a few notes here. Talking about taking them 
off the protected list, they are not on the protected list now if you are 


allowing fishermen indiscriminately, whether they are accurate or not, 
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to shoot at these sea lions, It is definitely a health problem, because they 
are being washed up on the beaches. They are laying at the bottom of the 


ocean or on islands. 
If the sea lions and this problem backwashes, it will backwash, 
I believe, on the legislators and the people of California. 


We have a moral obligation to all of the people and to future 


generations to preserve the balance of the sea and to prevent commercialism 


from devouring everything or we shall succumb as a nation. 

Is all life to be sacrificed to the all devouring mouth of 
expendiency, competing commercialism? Man does not live on bread alone, 
but I know when I dare to mention man's relation to nature on the emotional 
plane -- I can hear people say "'that emotional woman", so I would like to 
quote here Dr. Robert L. Rudd, Zoologist on the Davis campus in accepting 
a challenge that emotion was involved: ''warm emotional feelings are as 
natural a part of the human make-up as cold rationality. '' It is time we had 
more heart in governmental agencies. Remember you and I would not be 
here if it were not for emotion. 

No amount of physical comfort can make up for peace of mind. 
Peace of heart and mind is for him who follows the simple rule -- live and 
let live. Take what you need for your life, but do not take of the life of 
others what you do not need for yours. By no means take life wantonly. 

Our humane purpose -- and all of these humane organizations 
of the State of California -- is to protect less fortunate forms of life from 
persecution and all forms of life from abuse and thereby equally protect the 
dignity of man. 


And I may say in answer that under no reason at all will we 
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be for any part of indiscriminate killing of sea lions or any other animal, 
and, as I said before, how we can allow people to kill them from rocking boats 


when we don't know how accurate a shot they are. If they have to be reduced, 


any animal should only be reduced in one way, the humane way, by paying 


people who know how to shoot, shoot quickly. We are not ridiculous people. 


We are educated people. We are not crack-pots, so I don't want that to come 


out at all. I always abhor that, humane people when they call us names. We 
don't call other people names. Because we are kind and have a kind heart, 
I think it is terrible to call anybody a crack-pot. We are educated people. We 
are not against killing. We all have to die some day, but we are against 
unnecessary cruelty forever and whenever we find it. We do not want any 
suffering that is not necessary, and I think you gentlemen feel the same way. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of the witness? 

One question, if you please: is it your understanding that when 
you shoot a sea lion, it floats or it sinks, which? 

MRS. SARGENT: I think it sinks and then it washes up again. It is 
very definitely a health problem, but also it is very definitely a problem of 
suffering before he dies. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Have you to your knowledge seen any sea 
lions dead on the beach? 

MRS, SARGENT: Yes, Ihave some. I have seen several in Monterey. 
I've seen one or two in Santa Barbara. I have seen a number -- because I 
go a great deal, or at least I have gone a great deal -- down along the coast 
below Monterey. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do you have any knowledge of how many have 


actually been shot by fishermen? 
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MRS, SARGENT: No, but I hear it goes into the hundreds. They are 


shooting all the time. By their own admission, sitting here I was amazed, 


They are shooting at them every time they get a chance. Every time they get 


near their nets. I don't think it's very good sportsmanship. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now let's go back to your original 
statement, that you have seen a few on the beaches. Where are the rest of 
them that they've shot? Did they sink and stay there or what? 

MRS. SARGENT: No, I guess they float on beaches. How would I 
know? I am not on the beach all the time. I have other things todo. Iam 
sorry I am not always on the beaches. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I am thinking of the percentage killed to the 
ones that are found on the beaches. Iam trying to get something percentage- 
wise, They stay in the bottom and they are devoured by other forms of fish 
life or how many actually float to the surface and go on the beaches. You 
don't have any-- 

MRS. SARGENT: I don't think any of us knows. Wouldn't the Fish 
and Game Department know that? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But you know that some of them do go on the 
beaches, 

MRS. SARGENT: I have seen them, yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But you don't think-- 

MRS, SARGENT: I know other people have seen them. I have seen 
lots of them, but after all I wouldn't see the big percentage because the big 
percentage of people aren't on the beaches so often. They are there 
Occasionally. I mean they are not there very often, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Are there any other questions of 
Mrs. Sargent? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: :-Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator Hollister. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I can answer that question for you in the 
Santa Barbara area because the sea lions that are shot in the Santa Barbara 
area are shot on the islands, and there are very few beaches over there, so 
that most of them are destroyed by the tidal action when they do come ashore. 


You would have no occasion for seeing them. If there were a lot of them, 


you wouldn't see any of them because the terrain is so rough. The seals are 


mashed up on the rocks, especially when they are in that decomposed condi- 
tion. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, so they are destroyed out there in the 
islands ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, when they got in the water nobody 
would see them if they came ashore unless they happened to be immediately 
there at the time they came ashore. They probably wouldn't last more than 
ten minutes. 

Okay, we answered that. Now. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, go ahead, Senator. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: You are not opposed to a regulated program 
by government eliminating the sea lions if it is found that there are too 
many? You are not opposed to that? 

MRS. SARGENT: I am opposed to eliminating them all, yes. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Ina regulated killing, it would be presumed 
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MRS. SARGENT: If it's done quickly and humanely. Only if it is done 
humanely. Iam not for anything that's done by people, fishermen and people 
who are not crack shots, I think it should be, as I say again, by people who 


are trained biologists, who know what they are doing, who are paid to do the 


job, and then just if it has to be controlled -- certainly not to get rid, as this 


gentleman said, of all the sea lions. 

We're so quick to kill everything. I don't know what's the 
matter with this state. I am having a conference with Governor Brown on it. 
Here we are with a flag, the Bear State, and we are poisoning the bears. 
There were a few little yellow-tail magpies they knew of in the state that 
Lowrey said was eating one piece of fruit, so then kill all the yellow-tail 
magpies. You know, it is awfully easy to kill. Anybody can take a rifle and 
shoot and kill. That's the easy thing to do. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I am not so sure that is a correct 
statement. 

MRS, SARGENT: Well, I don't mean accurately maybe, but I mean it 
would be easy to destroy. It is so much easier to preserve and do -- 
I don't know why it is, the good life seems so much harder to put across than 
it is the easy thing to destroy and get rid of, and that's what we are getting 
at. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Then you're really not opposed to cutting 
down the numbers. You are only opposed to the methods by which it is 
being done. 

MRS. SARGENT: A small control -- you know, I mean not 
indiscriminate ~- a small control, as I say, if it's done quickly and humanely, 


and I feel now, here we are sitting talking against saying that open-season 
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on the sea lions -~ whether we should have it and take them off the protected 


list -- they are not protected now, are they, gentlemen, if the fishermen can 


go out and kill them, as you say, from a rocking boat, and wound them and 


everything else. So, the thing is -- Did you have a question? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I have one left. I would just like to ask you: 
would you be willing to help me on another problem on this same -- in the 
law. I am in the cattle business, and we raise horses and that sort of thing. 
We have never had any damage from lions,. and we have lots of them on the 
property. Would you be willing to strike out the paragraph (f) here which 
says ''Cougars and bobcats of the family Felidae so that they are off the list? 

MRS. SARGENT: I don't know what you are saying. I would have to 
read it over. I don't want to be trapped into anything. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: No, Iam not -- 

MRS, SARGENT: I want to read exactly what I am talking about, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Iunderstand. If the cougars and bobcats 
didn't cause too much trouble to cattlemen and sheepmen and that sort of 
thing -- Could you give her a copy of the bill so she'll know what I am talking 
about? 

It's the clause on line 13. See, Iam reading line 13, Well, 
it says in this law, the present law, that these non-protected mammals are 
listed, and under (f) it says cougars and bobcats are not protected. Would 
you be willing to take that line out of there and put them in the same category 
as sea lions.? 

MRS. SARGENT: What do you mean? What are sea lions now? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Sea lions now can be shot when they are 


doing the damage, but they cannot be shot indiscriminately. Now, I think 
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that cougars and bobcats are in the same category, 

MRS. SARGENT: I don't know. I've never given it any consideration. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, I was thinking of putting the bill in 
myself, and I was wondering if I would have your help on it. 

MRS. SARGENT: Well, I'll wait until you put the bill in, and then I'll 
let you know if I'll help you. Isn't that the best answer to give him? They 
are all shaking their heads, "Yes,"' 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, you read the bill, and then you'll give 
it to me then? 

MRS. SARGENT: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of this witness? 

Thank you very much, Mrs. Sargent. We appreciate having 
you here and having your testimony. 
Mr. Herbert C. Davis. 
MR, DAVIS: I was hoping you would get to me at the last, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. You would prefer to be called on 


MR, DAVIS: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Fine. Let's try Mr. Gupta. 
Would you come forward and be seated. Would you sit in the 
first chair near the microphone and give your name and who you represent 


for the record, please. Go right ahead now, Mr. Gupta. 


KAMINI K,. GUPTA, Committee to Save the Sea Lions 


MR. GUPTA: Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the Natural 
Resources Committee and Senator Slattery: My name is Kamini K. Gupta, 
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and I am a practicing attorney in San Francisco, and our office represents the 
Committee to Save the Sea Lions. This is the committee which attended the 
Assembly Fish and Game Committee hearing that considered the 1959 Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 54 which passed the Senate but was found not to 
have been the wisest solution to the problem allegedly posed by that 
Resolution, and for that reason was not referred to that House for action in 


the 1959 Session, 


Resolution No. 46 assumed generally that sea lions were 


predators of food fish to the detriment of sport and commercial fishermen; 


and specifically that sea lions.decimated salmon just prior to their entering 
into spawning runs up various rivers, and accordingly directed the Fish and 
Game Commission to reduce the sea lion herds to 5000 from an asserted 
approximate population of 20, 000. 

This bill 444 attempts to solve the alleged problem in still 
another way. Briefly, it seeks to class sea lions in the same category as 
rats, skunks, weasels, possums, moles, coyotes and cougars, and by 
implication to permit and encourage inhumane reduction of the various species 
of sea lions by anyone and at any time. As a sop, however, the present 
small sea otter refuge in Monterey County is also to be declared a sea lion 
refuge. 

The Committee to Save the Sea Lions is not merely an 
anti group, blindly and blithely charging loose with ''Thou Shalt Not 
Trespass'' picket signs in the traditional Carrie Nation manner. A copy 
of the statement and position of this committee was presented to the afore- 


mentioned Assembly Committee and is attached hereto. ItS position is the 
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same in connection with this proposed legislation. 

I now refer to the statement solely for the point of giving the 
names of the members of the committee. It is dated April 27, 1959, and 
the committee consists of Nicholas Roosevelt, author and retired newspaper- 


man; Horace Albright, former director of the National Park Service and a 


prominent conservationist; Roy Chapman Andrews, a zoologist, explorer and 


author; Samuel F. B. Morse, President, Del Monte properties; Helen Crocker 
Russell, civic and philanthropic organization worker; William E. Colby, 

former chairman, State Park Commission; Ansel Adams, prominent photographer; 
Mrs. Joseph Stilwell, civic workers and widow of General Stilwell; 

Warren Olney, III, former Assistant Attorney General, Washington, D. C.:; 

Dr. A. Starker Leopold, Professor of Zoology, University of California; and 

Mrs. Nathaniel Owings, Executive Secretary of the Committee. 

The position of the committee is the same, as I stated before, in 
connection with this proposed legislation: 

One, the allegations against sea lions are scientifically unproved. 

Two, to authorize wanton slaughter of California sea lions at the 
present time would be a senseless desecration of a natural resource belonging 
to all the people. 

Three, before any action is taken, there should be a full study 
made by qualified scientists of the actual consumption of commercially sale- 
able fish by sea lions in California waters. 

Four, this study should be broad enough to develop factually 
backed conclusions as to what the respective roles are of sea lions, 
commercial fishing practices, water control projects, pollution of streams 


and coastal waters, and the basic changes in the average mean temperatures 
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of off shore waters in connection with the depletion of various kinds and types 
of food fish in the vicinity of California shores, 

The following excerpt from a letter by the Director of the Pacific 
Marine Station, College of the Pacific, Dillon Beach, Marin County, 

Joel W. Hedgpeth, is pertinent: 

"The charge by commercial fishing interests that sea lions 
destroy commercial fish is almost as old as the history of the Fish and Game 
Commission in California. I believe the first such expression of opinion was 
made in 1865. Frequent investigations, many of them summarized by the 
late Dr. Paul Bonnot in California Fish and Game for October 1952 
(vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 380-81) have not substantiated the guilt of sea lions in 


this matter. The whole idea of killing certain animals because they are 


presumed to interfere with species desirable to man is based in inadequate 


understanding of the interrelationships of organisms in nature, and the 
complete or even 75% removal of one species may well set in motion a 
sequence of events whose consequences may be far worse than the conditions 
that the proposal hopes to alleviate. If we want to be logical about this 
business, we should reduce the destruction of salmon by removing 75% of its 
principal predator from the scene, for example, which is ourseives not the 
sea lions, "' 

There is also attached a statement of Dr. Robert T. Orr, of 
the California Academy of Sciences, San Francisco, which I am authorized 
to present as Dr. Orr is presently away on vacation. 

Proceeding with Dr. Orr's statement, statement by Robert T. 
Orr, Ph.D., Zoology, concerning 1959 Senate Bill 444 before the Senate 


Natural Resources Interim Committee, Fort Bragg, California. This is 
102 





dated August 29, 1960. 


Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the Natural Resources 
Committee: I am addressing my observations to the question posed by 


Senate Bill 444 as an interested citizen. I do not speak for any special 


organization, although Iam Curator of Birds and Mammals at the California 


Academy of Sciences in San Francisco, I have been with the Academy since 
1936. I hold a doctorate in Zoology from the University of California. 

I feel that the evidence available to date is inconclusive as 
regards proving that sea lions have increased markedly along the coast of 
California or that they have been a signficant factor in reducing the popula- 
tions of commercial and sport fish. 

Population counts of sea lions have been made for quite a few 
years by the California Department of Fish and Game. The methods employed, 
however, have changed, as they will agree. In 1927, the total sea lion count 
was given as 7,063. In 1938, the count was 7, 861. In 1946, however, 
12,506 sea lions were counted. The 1947 count showed 8,700. The 
difference, however, seems to involve differences in methods of counting 
rather than actual population changes. The 1947 count of 8,700, did not, 
according to the department, include pups although the census was taken 
during the whelping season. In 1958, a more accurate census showed that 
there were 19,700 sea lions of both species, that is, California and Steller. 
This figure, however, admittedly included the pups as well as adults, 
Important in this respect is the fact that there is a very unequal sex ratio 
in adult sea lions, just as in cther members of this family. Although 
nearly equal numbers of males and femaies are born, the number of maies 


that attain maturity is greatly exceeded by the number of females. Most 
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breeding colonies have 8 or 9 breeding females to one breeding male. Since 
most adult females produce one young a year, this means that a census taken 
on a rookery after the pups were born might show a ratio of 1 male to 9 

females and 9 young. In other words, slightly less than 50% of the total count 
would include young of the year. This would seem to account in large measure 
for the great discrepancy between the 1947 figure of 8700 and the 1958 figure 


of 19,700. The mortality among young sea lions and immature buils is very 


high, so that a high percentage of the young are never going to reach maturity. 


The second important point that must be considered is the fact 
that we have relatively little data on the food habits of sea lions along the 
California coast, or, for that matter, anywhere else. A complete study along 
the coast at all four seasons of the year should be made, 

Such studies as have been made, however, do not indicate that 
sea lions play an important role in reducing commercial fish populations. 

This is the conclusion of a noted authority on seals and sea lions, 
Dr. Victor B. Scheffer, after the study of food habits made on sea lions along 
the coast of California.and British Columbia in a paper he compiled in 1945, 
Follow-up studies by Dr. Scheffer published in Yo!urme 29, page 67. of the 
Journal of Mammalogy, in 1948 showed no change in his conclusions, bt it 
must be noted that there were only fifty-eight published accounts of the stomach 
contents of sea lions, Zalophus californianus, up to that date. -- May I? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, yes. I wish you would proceed, and 
Senator Arnold will take over there. 
MR. GUPTA: Dr. Schetfer as you may know is the Biologist for the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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A rather interesting commentary on this subject appeared in the 


Report of Operations for 1958, published in March 1959 by the Fisheries 


Research Institute, College of Fisheries, University of Washington, Seattle, 
Washington, which on page 24 stated as follows: 
"Examination of sea lion stomachs at the rookery on Chernabura, 
an Island in the Shumagins, revealed that they appear to eat whatever 
is most abundant in the vicinity whether this be fish or invertebrates, 
These sea lions did not eat any significant amount of salmon or 
halibut. The extent of damage inflicted upon stocks of halibut and 
salmon by a sea lion herd probably depends largely upon the 
location of the rookery in relation to the banks or migration paths 
of the fish." 

In conclusion, it would seem most desirable that qualified 
biologists on the staff of the Department of Fish and Game make a detailed year 
round study of the food habits and seasonal distribution of both the California 
and Steller sea lions before any attempts are made to reduce the numbers of 
these animals. Sea lions like fish represent a natural resource belonging to 
the people of this state. 

This ends the statement of Dr. Orr, and I would like to state in 
summary to you, gentlemen, that before you authorize near destruction of 
any species of nature's creatures be sure that you are not upsetting nature's 
balance. Sea lions are a natural resource of all the people. Legislators are 
the custodian of that resource. You owe it to the people to gather scientific 
proof that sea lions are or are not an efficient cause for depletion of 


California's food fish supply before you assent to their uncontrolled elimination. 


Thank you very much. 
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Gentlemen, you have asked questions of peopie here -~ if { may 
volunteer this information which is not in my statement -- I believe that this 
information is available to you by a publication of the State of California. I 
have a reprint from the California Fish and Game Commission, Volume 37, 


October, 1951, No. 4, entitled, The Sea Lion, Seal and Sea Otter of the Coast 


of California, by Paul Bonnot, who I believe is now passed on, Bureau of 


Marine Fisheries, California Division of Fish and Game. There are certain 
drawings in this publication also, 

According to this document, and I am no expert ~~ I only know 
what I read and what reason tells me -- the species found in California waters 
are as follows: there is an order Pinnipedia, which are marine carnivores; 
there is the family Otariidae that are the eared seais, which means that they 
have external ears, hand flippers turned under and forward. The four kinds 
that are in California are the Zalophus californianus, which is the California 
sea lion, which is described here as being of mostly southern California, 
Eumetopias jubata. That is the Steller sea lion which they ta'k about here in 
northern California. There is also the Cailorhinus alascanus, a northern fur 
seal, and we also have the Arctocephaius townsend:, which is the Guadalupe 
fur seal, Then there is a family Phocidae, which are hair seals, that dor't 
have external ears. They have hind flippers that cannot be turned forward. 
Phoca vitulina, which are the habor seals, and the Mirounga angustirostris 
-- lam not a Latin scholar, so will you excuse the pronunciations. This is 
the northern sea elephant. There are also an order of meat eaters, family 
Mustelidae, weasels, and this is known as the Enhydra lutris, sea otter. 

Now, the California sea lion, according to this document -- 


Strike that -- on page 379 of this document ~-- and I think this will answer some 
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of the questions that have been asked by members of the committee states that 


the most consistent check on the increase of sea lion populations is the high 


death rate of the newborn pups. Observations on many rookeries indicate that 
at least half of the pups are eliminated before the end of the breeding season, 
They are mashed by the larger animals. Many are drowned before they learn 
to swim, and some succumb to endemic diseases. Some of the rookeries are 
on rocky reefs only a few feet above the high tide. Occasionally an off-season 
storm will send huge seas boiling over such a rookery and will drown every 
pup in it. 

For many years prior to 1930, the trimming hunters effectively 
curtailed the number of adult bulls of both species of sea lions. The trimming 
consists of the genital organs, the gall bladder and the whiskers. These were 
shipped to China. The gall bladder was made up into a medical preparation, 
the stiff bristle-like whiskers were used to clean opium pipes, and the sex 
organs were dried, powdered and incorporated into a tonic alleged to 
rejuvenate the aged and encourage the production of sons. Aithough a 
superstition based on the observed potency of the herd bulls recentiy, recent 
medical research in the origin and efficacy of hormones indicates that perhaps 
there may be a valid basis for the claims of the Chinese medicine man. 

After the beginning of the Japanese-Chinese, the Chinese market 
for sea lion trimmings disappeared, and none of the big bulls have been killed 
in the recent years for this purpose. This may be an argument though about 
the China trade again, 

During the last twenty years, the amount of fishery products 
taken from California waters by commercial and sports fishermen has become 


So large that some species of fish are showing signs of depletion. As it 
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becomes more difficult to catch fish, it is human nature to ascribe the 


condition to some agency not related to human activity. 

A recent publicity release makes the following categorical 
statements -- and remember this is back in 1951, and the dollar amounts 
referred to here refer obviously to the 1951 dollar -- ''There are 10,000 
sea lions on the coast. They destroy 500, 000 pounds of fish daily or 
182,500, 000 pounds annually. This fish, valued at 20¢ per pound equals 
$36,500, 000," 

The article continues: there are approximately 9,000 sea lions 
on the coast of California so the 10,000 claim is not too far off. No one knows 
accurately how much food a wild sea lion needs or consumes ata given time, 
but there is information on which to base an estimate. Captive sea lions are 
maintained in good condition on a ration of from 2 to 30 pounds of fish per day, 
depending, 6f course, on size. In the wild herds, the largest animals, the 
bulls, are relatively few in number. They do not eat during the breeding 
season, and most of the Steller bulls migrate up the coast to British Columbia 
and Alaska during the winter. The food supply of a wild, carnivorous animal 
is usually an irregular proposition, In this case, when fish are plentiful, 
many would be eaten. When they are scarce or absent, the sea lion might go 
for days without taking any. 

A consideration of the known facts and indications leads to the 
conclusion that 10,000 fish per day per sea lion would be a generous average. 
At this rate, 10,000 sea lions will consume 100,000 per day or 36, 000, 000 
pounds per year. Stomach examinations have shown that above 75% of the 
food eaten by sea lions are species not considered of much or any value by 


humans and some of them are active or potential predators on desirable 
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species. To be conservative, reduce this to 50%. On this basis, the sea lion 
would take about 18,000,000 pounds of food fish annually. 

In 1949, the latest year for which complete figures are available 
-- and remember again this was published in 1951 -- the fish taken in 


California waters by commercial fishermen were 801, 842,000 pounds, 


valued at about $22,000,000. Some simple calculations will demonstrate that 


this represents 3¢ per pound. The 18, 000,000 pounds of food fish taken by 


the sea lion would be worth, then, $540,000, presupposing their inclusion in 
the human catch. This may well be a very moderate price to pay for the 
suppression of organisms whose descriptive potentialities are an unknown 
quantity because the sea lions have so far kept them in check, 

Some of the arguments that have been advanced in defense of the 
sea lions have been based on insufficient data and erroneous conclusions, 
One biologist killed a number of sea lions in Monterey Bay some years ago 
and found that without exception they had been feeding on squid. He inferred 
from this that the California sea lion subsisted on squid. A couple of months 
later when the squid were scarce and the sardine schools were plentiful in the 
Bay, he probably would have revised his opinion. On the other hand, it is 
never safe when dealing with any wild organism to make blanket deductions. 
Many years ago, two half grown Steller sea lions were shot from a cannery 
dock in the Estuary of the Klamath River "because they were killing salmon, "' 
It was evening, and the salmon were rolling and jumping in considerable 
numbers, so the conclusion seems justified. The next morning, the two dead 
sea lions were found on the opposite shores, stranded by the tides. Asa 
matter of interest they were cut open '"'to see how many salmon they had 


eaten, '' No salmon was found. Both were full of lampreys. For those who 
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do not appreciate the significance of this finding, it might be pointed out that 
the lamprey is one of the most persistent, voracious and destructive natural 
enemies of the salmon. 

There are other data in here, but I think if the committee is 
intrigued by my presentation of it, they could call for it from the Fish and 
Game Commission and any other supplements that have been made up to it. 

I will be happy to answer any questions, but remember I am not 
an expert. I can only quote as a lawyer will from other people's brains. 
Thank you very much, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of this witness? 

SENA TOR HOLLISTER: I have a question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In previous testimony, we heard about 
the subsidy which was being paid by U. S. Fish and Wildlife. Nowas I 
understand, this Dr. Scheffer was quoted by Dr. Orr -- he is the biologist 


or one of the biologists -- I can't quite tell here -- of the Fish and Wildlife, 


the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. How come Dr. Orr quotes him 


as saying that commercial fish is not hurt by the sea lion when that office 

pays a bonus for getting rid of them up in the States of Washington and Oregon? 
MR. GUPTA: Well, Iam a little confused about that after hearing 

it today. I think it ought to be something that ought to be looked into. I know 

Dr. Orr's reputation, and I feel that he certainly would know of the validity 

of citing the problem, but Dr. Scheffer, from my recollection, in this state- 

ment of Dr. Orr, was engaged during the war when it was important to the 

United States to find sources of food fish and to watch problems that could be 


fish supplementing when -- when cattle and other livestock was not permitted 
110 





to be used except on ration, and I am pretty sure that his data, his observa- 


tions would have been unimpeachable, because on the basis of what 


Dr. Scheffer did, there wasn't any pogrom against sea lions at that time as 
being interfering with the food fish supplies that was the only thing available 
to the United States at that time in the way of supplement for live protein. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I would like it 
very much if perhaps our secretary could research that. I would like to get 
an answer, because it looks to me as if there are two points of view in the 
same department, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: That will be done, Senator. 

MR, GUPTA: I would like to say one more thing about Dr. Orr. 
There are a number of people who are available in the San Francisco Bay 
area. We recognize the validity and the necessity and we are happy to see 
interim committees go to the people where they have their problems, but 
there is another side to this coin, and we hoped that you might schedule a 
meeting in our area where other resources might be available to you to 
answer the questions -- in order to give you the information that you seem to 
want. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Croker, do you have some 
observation that you wish to make? 

MR, CROKER: Well, Dr. Victor Scheffer, the author of this 
book that was just quoted, has retired from the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Within the last year, he has left their employ. The program on this 
research, apparently, was dropped, but anyway he left them. Ido not 
know the reasons, but he is no longer with them. 


MR, GUPTA: This may well be so, because Dr. Orr quotes 
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him up to 1959 only. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I think, though, that our secretary 
could check into that and see if he can come up with something there, 

MR, MOITOZO: I have an observation to make with regard to 
Scheffer's resignation. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you come up so that we can get 
on the microphone here, please. Give your name again, please, 

MR. MOITOZO: My name is Larry Moitozo. The reason 


evidently that Scheffer quit was over this very item. There was a great 


disparity amongst what should have been done versus what was done. He 


seemed to be quite perturbed over the whole situation, and this is the reason 
evidently that he resigned from the Fish and Game -- the United States 
Department, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, Dr. Scheffer did not 
approve of the Fish and Wildlife Service bonus for killing of sea lions ? 

MR. MOITOZO: I would not commit myself to say this, but I 
think if you were to question him he would probably say, "Yes," 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: We will have our secretary go into that 
as far as he can, and see if he can't come up with an answer to it.- That's 
avery good point that you raise, Senator. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Gupta? 

Yes, Senator Slattery. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: I would like to ask Mr. Gupta on 
page one -- First, I will say, on page one, you mention Senate Resolution 
46, which was authored by me, and you say, "specifically that sea lions 


decimated salmon" this is above the fifth line, sixth line of the second 
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paragraph, "and accordingly directed the Fish and Game Commission to 


reduce the sea lion herd to 5000 from an asserted approximate population 
of 20, 000, !' 

Now, if you would note -- and I have here a copy before me 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 46 -- as I recall, it was amended 
prior to its passage in the Senate, and it no longer has the language -- it 
never did have that when it was being considered before the Senate and the 
Assembly, the language that you have here, 

It says here, "Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, 
the Assembly thereof concurring, That the Department of Fish and Game 
is hereby directed, pursuant to the authority granted it by Section 4500 
of the Fish and Game Code, to reduce the sea lion population to a level 
necessary to prevent excessive depredation; and be it further resolved 
that the Secretary of the Senate --" 

MR, GUPTA: I am happy to be corrected, Senator Slattery, 
but all I have to go on is what your bill clerk up in the Senate sends out, 
and I asked for a copy of Senate Resolution No. 46, and they sent me one 
dated March 26, 1959, and that's what I based my conclusions on, I 
have that in front of me here. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: This was amended on April the 30th, 
and I believe it was amended in the Senate Fish and Game Committee. 

MR, GUPTA: I stand corrected on that. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Now, I would say further that in the 
Assembly Committee, a further amendment was proposed and agreed on 
by me which would make this, as I recall -- and i guess the department 


people would know -- I am not too sure of this -- 
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MR, GUPTA: I know. Made by Pattee and seconded by Thomas, 
to make a study in conjunction with the Fish and Game Commission, and this 
was adopted, but when the resolution came up DeLotto moved it "Do pass as 
amended", but there was no second and that's why it died. 

I think that my wife, Mrs. Gupta, who was representing the 
Committee to Save Sea Lions at that time, remarked to you informally that 
she agreed that that ought to be done, a study should be done, because more 
and more of the things that are happening in our community and our state 


are increasing -- projected population figures show 52 million by the year 


2020 -- it is incumbent on all of us to keep planning ahead and to have these 


current studies. Now, if the Fish and Game Commission is an operational 
commission, in my opinion now -- this has nothing to do with the committee 
which I represent, but just as a member of the community, and the things 
that I do and observe, I think that this ought to be turned over to a state 
planning committee for purposes of determining as an economic resource 
and the projection of all these things. These things are too important, in 
my opinion, to leave to operational groups like Fish and Game or to the 
tender mercies of the fishermen on one side and the commercial fishermen 
on the other, to be the only reason -~ or to give you answers, I think we 
should have a lot more research on these problems. It should be a 
continuing research, because we have got to do this or we are not going to 
know where we're going to go and how we are going to take care of all of 
the people we are going to have in the State of California. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Then I would ask you this further, 
Mr. Gupta: with this amendment which you have, as mentioned here, a 


study in conjunction with Pacific Marine Fisheries, and then if the 
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depredation were shown, would you be agreeable to reducing the herd to a 


point which is necessary to prevent depredation -- not just depredation, 
excessive depredation? 

MR, GUPTA: Senator Slattery, Mr. Roosevelt used the answer, 
"That's an "if-y' question," I don't know what the study will show, Even if 
it shows a depredation or an unusually large depredation, there may be other 
grounds and other things that balance, You will recollect in my statement, 
today, on page two, it isn't just the question of depredation that has to be 
taken into consideration, you have to take into consideration what the other 
roles are with respect to all of this marine biology problem that we're faced 
with, This study cannot just be limited to the question of depredation. It has 
to be developed in connection with commercial fishing practices. It has to be 
developed as to what the problems are of water control projects that are 
being put into the State of California. It has to be put into a study of what's 
happening to the average mean temperatures of our waters out here, the 
rising pollution in the streams. I mean, no one, J don't think, can just say 
on what factor alone that you can -- that J'il be able to answer, or the 
committee will be able to answer -- This is a comprehensive problem, and 
some study should be made; in my opinion, and I am sure in the opinion of 
the committee, would have to be a comprehensive study, not just the kind 
that was done by an amendment to Senate Resolution 46. 

I think the fact that probably we are trying to save money 
in the early phases of the Democratic Administration at this time -- This 
militated against even thinking about the large amounts of money that will 
have to be put out in order to have these kind of studies, but as we now go 


into a better frame financially, I think it is incumbent upon people who think 
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in terms of natural resources that this whole problem should be looked into, 
should be studied properly and money should be appropriated for it and draw 


into cooperation in any such studies all of our educational institutions, all the 


government institutions that we have, so that we will know what the compre- 


hensive problem is and what the answers are. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Well, you have given me quite a statement 
here of your philosophy on natural resources, but I don't think, Mr. Gupta, 
that you have answered the question that Iasked. The question is this: that 
a study is made by the Pacific Marine Fisheries in conjunction with the 
California Department of Fish and Game and in the salmon industry or the 
fishing industry excessive depredation is discovered -- now, I just don't say 
depredation, and I am not saying anything about salmon spawning grounds, 
and I am not saying anything about stream pollution, but J am saying that 
there is excessive depredation from sea lions, do you think we should do 
nothing about it? 

MR, GUPTA: I don't think that I could say, "Yes," or "No" 
to that, Mr. Slattery. The situation will be this: the Fish and Game 
Commission now has the right to take sea lions under existing legislation, 
Where there is excessive depredation, the fishermen themselves have a right 
to take. The question will then be, if you are going to have a planned program 
of eliminating serious depredation, is it going to be done on an emergency 
basis or are you going to do it on a scientific basis. I can't tell you, but 
your citation of just the organizations that would have conducted the survey, 

I would say, 'No; I don't think it would be broad enough, "' 

SENATOR SLATTERY: That's all the questions, 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any more questions? Senator Hollister ? 
SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to ask a question along the 


game lines. In other words, if it could be shown that sea lions were harmful 


to the people of the State of California -- we are talking about economically -- 


and a recommendation as to their elimination was made by the department of 
the state, an official recommendation -- if this Bill 444 would go into effect 
-- then would you go along? 

MR, GUPTA: I can't -- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Everything is on your side, and you 
agree that this material is correct, 

MR, GUPTA: Again, Senator Hollister, as an attorney I couldn't 
answer that question nor could I recommend that a client of mine answer 
that question, because it would depend on how vast the study was and not just 
because it was done by a particular department, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Iam talking about an acceptable study, 
acceptable to you. 

MR, GUPTA: If you put it on that basis and that basis only, 
well, certainly. But that would be a big order. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I just wanted to know that, 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Arnold? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Mr. Gupta, your position then is that 
under no circumstances would you object a reduction of the sea lion herd. 
Imean, you are not just arbitrary in this thing. You wouldn't say that 
under no circumstances would you consent to reduction of the sea lion herd? 
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MR, GUPTA: There's something wrong with that question. 
Now, let me think that over. (Laughter. ) 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, I might explain to the committee that 
Mr. Gupta and I are graduates of the same class at Hastings Law School, 
so he is a little skeptical of my questions. 

MR, GUPTA: Well, I would say this, Senator Arnold, the 
committee's position is this: that there is not an adequate study of the 
problem to just take someone's recommendation for solving it at this time, 
but it is certainly the understanding of the committee and the eminent people 
whose names are on it, who are conservationists, that there is a point of 
view within the field of conservation and practices of that sort, that there 
will come a time -- if the facts do require it -- well, certainly, conservation 


practices would require either decimation or a planned program with respect 


to the sea lion, but I go one step further that there is beyond just a question 


of conservation, there is a question today in the State of California, of 
problems involving all of our natural resources to be looked at as a whole, 
comprehensively, not just this one small natural resource in terms of all 
the natural resources in California. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to ask a question, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Would you support me if I were to 
submit an amendment not this bill, but the regular code, Chapter 5, to 
eliminate paragraph (f) on the same basis on which we are eliminating sea 
lions, 


MR, GUPTA: Well, you are asking me personally because the 
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Committee to Save Sea Lions say obviously sea lions would have no -- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Iam asking you personally. 

MR, GUPTA: Well, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: In other words, just taking cougars and 
bobcats off of the list if we find they are not doing any harm. 

MR, GUPTA: I would have to study it before I could answer you, 
Senator. I am not-- I am not a trained biologist, and i don't follow the 
problems that you have reflected, 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: If it could be shown that they weren't 
doing any harm -- 

MR, GUPTA: If it would be shown that they are not doing any 
harm, why, certainly, I think the same situation would obtain. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: It is the same principle involved 


MR, GUPTA: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

MR, GUPTA: I hope that doesn't prejudice my committee 
with respect to your observations, 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: It won't prejudice the Senate, I hope, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mr. Gupta. 
We were pleased to have you here and have your testimony. 
Now, I want to call on Mr. William F. Grader, 


UNKNOWN: Senator Williams, Mr. Welsh is president of 


Salmon, Unlimited. He is here, and I wonder if he could represent our 


organization ? 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Welsh, would you come forward, 
please.? Sit down, Mr. Welsh, and let me ask you a question before you give 
your name. Do you have boats down at Noyo? 

MR. WELSH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Did you take me and my son out here 
fishing a few years ago and we caught some salmon? 

MR. WELSH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: And did you step on a nail and have a 
bad foot about that time and almost lost your leg? 

MR. WELSH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But you haven't lost your leg? 

MR, WELSH: Not yet. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I am happy to see that you're in good 


MR. WELSH: Thank you, Senator. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: We had a very enjoyable trip with you 
that day, and my son enjoyed it, and I enjoyed it, also. 

MR. WELSH: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, Mr. Welsh, would you please give 


your name and your official position here for the record? 


RAY WELSH, President, Salmon, Unlimited 


MR. WELSH: Mr. Chairman, Senators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 
my name is Ray Welsh. Iam president of Salmon, Unlimited. Iama 
director in the California Wildlife Federation. I am also speaking for the 
Northern California Wildlife Federation and a group of five sportsmen's 


councils comprising the area from San Francisco to the Oregon line and 
120 





clear across the state. 


First, I have to apologize to all of you gentlemen -- two 
apologies, in fact: one is that I could not be here this morning. I was out 
there on the ocean all morning. I didn't get in until 1:30. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Did you catch any fish? 
MR, WELSH: Two; big ones. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Good. As long as they are big ones 


that's all that counts. 


MR. WELSH: The second is that I want to apologize that this 


room is not full of commercial fishermen, but the season is on. It's beena 


very poor year moneywise, production-wise, and they are scattered to the 


four winds trying to make an honest dollar. 


I have not prepared a written statement because, Senator 
and you people who know me, know that I would much rather talk without 
writing in front of me. 

It's interesting to note from the two previous speakers, 
Mrs. Sargent and the attorney, the philosophy presented by them, the 
sympathies to the fishermen and sportsmen that attempt to make a living, 
the philosophy regarding that certainly we sympathize with the societies 
that believe in the saving of all of the living animals and what-not, “We have 
no arguements with them, but one of their statements -- and it was made 
by both -- was very interesting to me, and I would liken the parity to a 
farmer. Many of you gentlemen are farmers. If you plant a crop and the 
crop comes up also there are other things that come up with it, and things 
that you don't want with your crop, obnoxious weeds and other things, and 


rather than conducting a lengthy research to see what's going to happen to 
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your crop, I think you would put a cultivator or rototiller or something like 
that in there and go to work. You try to keep the crop as clean and free of 
predators and keep it healthy as you possibly can. 

Now, we are faced with a problem here, I know it's a 
touchy problem. I know that. I have been up and down the length of this 
state in sportsmen's meetings in every village and hamlet on the whole 
coast, and I know the feeling of the people. You've been told by people here 
that the sea lion doesn't eat salmon. You've heard that many times. 
Perhaps in areas where there's no salmon that's a true statement. I won't 
argue with that. By the same token, we could bring 15,000 commercial 
fishermen that would sit here before you under oath and testify differently. 
They've seen it. They've watched it from day to day, and I don't think that 


myself, for instance -- now, I will make this a statement on my own rather 


than a group statement -- I don't begrudge the sea lion a salmon that he eats 


or two or three, but when he destroys the next fifteen in a row, just 
wantonly destroys them and throws them to the birds and you stand right 
there in the boat and watch him do it -- biologists, scientists and everyone 
else, they can't deny it. It's a fact and you have got to face it, 

The question of how much they eat in captivity or in the 
wilds is a very argumentative question. There are other commercial 
fishermen sitting right here in the room. I commercial fished for ten 
years. For the last ten years, I have run a party boat out there carrying 
passengers, sports fishermen, out there every day. 

To resolve the problem sitting on land is an impossibility, 
but if you follow the life of the sea and you see the things happening in front 


of your eyes from day to day. Maybe when I listen to others testify, maybe 
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all of this has been a bad dream on my part for twenty years, but I don't 
think so. I think I've been awake and aware of what goes on. 

I have watched one sea lion take seven salmon and 
every one were in excess of twenty pounds a piece and eat every smidgeon of 
them inside of thirty minutes. There are other men who will testify to the 
same thing. And then they will take the next twelve and bite the belly out 


of it and bite it in half and throw it this way to the sea gulls and come right 


back for the next one that you catch. 


Now salmon is a resource that belongs to all of the people 
of the state just the same as the sea lion. It's a very valuable economic 
resource, one that Mr. Croker and Mr. Anderson and the people from the 
Department of Fish and Game will tell you that we're spending many thousands 


of dollars and much work fighting for its very existence, and that is the 


words and testimony given by top fisheries men from five western states 


at a meeting we held in San Raphael last November. There was 
Congressman Miller who conducted the meeting, and every state had the 
same thing to say. We're fighting for the existence of the salmon, 

There's other things involved besides sea lions, I agree. 
We boiled it down in Salmon, Unlimited. Now, Salmon, Unlimited, for your 
information is an organization composed of 25 people -- twelve of them 
commercial fishermen that make their living out there in the ocean and 
twelve of them sportsmen leaders in their own area, and it embraces the 
entire area of the King Salmon in the State of California to the Oregon line. 
We're working together over the same table, working on the same problems. 
We come before you unified as commercial and sports fishermen. This 


group has boiled down one of the problems in the salmon fishery, one of 
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problems is the sea lion. They have stated before me here today that in 


1947 or '48, the current count was 7,000. Last year's photograph showed 
it to be 19; 700. Now, we could sit here and say, ‘Well, we don't need to 
change the laws; we don't need to do anything about it.'"' But can that 
gentleman assure me that in 1965 the count won't be 30, 000? 

I mean, I am just asking an honest-to-God question that 
we face out there from day to day. We see it happening. We've watched 
all of the year the concentrations of salmon off the mouths of these little 
streams on the north coast, waiting for rainfall so they can getin. We've 
watched the depredation out there. We kill a few on the bullets. Since I 
started carrying passengees, I don't carry a gun. It's a dangerous situation 
to become involved in, but the commercial men do, but they don't kill too 
many. 

As the gentleman said, to stand on the deck of a bobbing 
boat, a target just that big -- his nose, in his eyes - it's pretty hard, If 
you don'tkill him, you don't wound him -- I might set the woman's fears 
to rest, because if the bullet hits the water and not him, it doesn't go more 
than one or two inches under water. It wouldn't scratch him even, The 
force of the bullet would be spent, but if you get him in the head, why he's 
a dead pidgeon and he will sink and seldom will they ever come up. 

We watched one in January of this year off my dock, 

Mr. Williams, you are familiar with my dock situation in the river, There 
were five of us stood there and watched this big bull sea lion in the river 
there. He patrolled an area about two blocks long. He succeeded in 
catching five big steel-heads, which he devoured, And then he raised his 


head up just once too long, and I got him right between the eyes. He sunk, 
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and he never did come up. There is only twelve feet of water there. He 
never did come to the surface. So, if the tidal action brings them on the 
beach and creates a health hazard it would be my opinion that it was killed 
very, very close to the beach, and not out in water of any depth or any 
consequence, 

Now, I'm not going to debate the manner of ways or 
methods, but I ask you gentlemen as our elected representatives, charged 
with creating law and seeing that it's enforced for all people, not justa 
group, that we are in trouble. We do have a problem and that you people 
could give us guidance in a way to control this problem, to bring it into a 
semblance of balance, Again, I pose to you what would we have by 1965 


or 1970 if we do nothing? I mean, farmers wouldn't go along. and certainly 


fishermen have been likened, as farmers could see, by all the laws of the 


land we have been placed in that category, but you people who are dry-land 
farmers, you wouldn't go along with something like this. 

The man who talks about the cougars and the bob-cats 
in his cattle, they are not bothering him, I agree. My parents had a 
ranch out at Placerville, and we had a lot of stock. As long as there was 
easier prey for the bob-cats and cougars up there, they left our stock alone, 
but when the easier prey, the sheep, were taken away from our area, 
our cattle began to get hurt. We went out and did something about it, 

Now, that's my pitch, gentlemen, is that we haven't 
in any semblance -- Salmon, Unlimited, or any of these organizations -- 
have we asked to eradicate. We have asked to control, to helpus. Now, 
we're working with the Department of Fish and Game on this salmon 


resource, and I think we're getting a job done. I believe we are, 
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Evidence points to that, but it takes a long time. It's a long row to hoe, 

and we've got many points: water and diversion of pollution, as the man 
said. I don't disagree. More dams, more people coming to the State, we've 
got all those problems. But the philosophy of Salmon, Unlimited is that the 
known leaks in this barrel, the more of them that we can plug, the more the 
resource we will have remaining and the longer we will have it. I think, 
again, that you people can give us guidance and a way to bring this under 
control, That's all, Mr. Chairman, that I have. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any questions of Mr. Welsh? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Welsh. We appreciate having 
you here, and we realize that the commercial boys are out there fishing, 
and it isn't necessary for them to be here. Just so they have a spokesman 
here. We don't want to hear volumes or see volumes of people. We just 
want to hear good, substantial testimony. That's the important thing. 
Senator Cameron has a question, 

SENATOR CAMERON: I think probably you answered it when 
you said you weren't here for any specific approach as far as the regulation, 
but I wondered as far as the proposal to make the removal, if you felt or if 
you had any information as to whether that would effectively do anything 
about making a drop, 

MR, WELSH: We discussed this at four different meetings, 
Senator, as to a manner and a way, and it was the feeling of our organiza- 
tion that the simplest approach to it was Senate Bill 444, to place the 


Department of Fish and Game in a mandatory position of having to go out 


~ and ctelh them, 'You must eradicate X amount." In order to bring this in 


balance is quite a project. It's a discouraging project to a lot of those 
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boys who work for the Department of Fish and Game. I recognize what 


happened before, and I have talked to some of them who were on that 


project, and they were upset about it. We felt after studying what had 


happened in Washington and Oregon that we probably would not bring the 
herd down any terrific amount, but that it would be controlled in the 
northern part of the state in the strategic areas, in the schooling areas of 
salmon, It would be controlled in this light: that commercial fishermen, 
when they were not fishing, could then in concentration eradicate some of 
them. That's why we felt that by removing them from the protected list 
-- and you can see our thinking also in that bill -- that we set up 
sanctuaries and virtually the greatest part of the southern part of the state 
was a sanctuary under that bill, wasn't it, Senator Slattery? Wasn't the 
biggest portion of it? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: ‘That's so. 

MR, WELSH: And we created areas where they would not be 
harmed. All we ask in that -- I mean, if it's really analyzed -- is that 
help be given! up here in the north where the salmon do exist and where 
they do go to spawn, We thought that was the best solution. However, 
some adverse testimony was given by one or two individuals who went 
far afield and out on Cloud 19, and I think they scared the Audubon 
Society people and others. I think they scared them clear to the moon 
that we were going out and just shoot everything under the sun and wipe 
the earth clean of all living animals except human beings. I think that's 
actually what killed our bill when it came before your committee in 


Sacramento. I believe that. Two individuals, and they did it without 


proper thought. 
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SENATOR HOLLISTER: Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I would like to read a part of Chapter 
Five here of 4500, and shorten it down just a little bit. It says that "except 
that any fisherman while engaged in fishing from a boat on the sea may take 
any seal or sea lion which his damaging his fish."' It doesn't say it has to be 
in his net or tackle or anything else. I don't know. Maybe we don't need 
this bill. Maybe we can just go out and do it anyway. 

MR, WELSH: I didn't use the word ''net'', Senator. I mean, I 
am well aware of the existing law that a fisherman in the pursuit of his 


activities can shoot to kill. Itis not limited to commercial fishermen, but 


again I do state that commercial or sport it's pretty hard. Now, I can tell 


you a little incident that happened in Noyo Bay last Fall. The Game Warden 
and I were out sport fishing in a 15-foot skiff, and a big bull sea lion came 
up and decided he was going to get in the boat with us. We were trolling, 
and he decided he was going to get mn the boat with us. It happened that 
the Warden was off duty and didn't have his pistol with him, and so he took 
the oar, and he beat him over the head five or six times, and he would back 
off as far as from here to Mr. Weissich and back he would come again. 
I mean, he was bound he was going to get into the boat, but that one would 
have been easy to hit with anything you could talk about, but there, again, 
had we had a gun, legally under the existing law we could have killed that 
sea lion, because we were fishing. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Now just to follow up the question: 
I don't want to take up too much time. We are a little bit late here. Who 


else would hunt for sea lions if 444 were passed that might have any effect 
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at all on the sea lion population? A commercial fisherman has the right 
to shoot all he wants practically at any time as long as he does itina 
reasonably humane method, it says here -- that it has to be done 
humanely. Now, that is by the department, It doesn't say that about the 
fishermen. They can shoot them practically at any time as long as they 
are in the business of fishing. Now, are you presuming that under 444 
that some sports fisherman would go out there on a sport fishing boat 
and take a shot at them. Who else can do it? In other words-- 

MR, WELSH: In other words, under the code section now, 
Senator, is it confined to the word "commercial"? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No. No. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, what would 444 do? I can do 


it. You can do it. 


MR, WELSH: What 444 would do would place the people in this 


position: that you would not be limited to time. In other words, that if you 


had a herd of sea lions -- you have to be fishing there under the terms of 
the existing Code -- you have to be out there. Well, it is dog-gone hard 
to do. It's hard to kill a sea lion out there out of a boat. And during the 
time when you are going to see them out there, there are going to be lots 
of other boats there, too, and so the dangers of shooting is out there. 
There is very little shooting done in this area during fishing season -- 
very, very little of it. But when the season is over and the salmon begin 
-- Now the season closes the 15th of next month, Salmon will begin to 
gather off the mouths of these streams in October and November, waiting 
for enough ‘rain so they can get in and go up. A lot of damage is done 


129 





then, tremend ous amounts of damage. Now commercial fishermen or sports 
fishermen, either one, under the terms of 444, could go down there on the 
beach or on the bluff overlooking that, and could sight in his rifle. 
SENATOR HOLLISTER: That's what the difference would be? 
MR, WELSH: That's right. And that would be easy. A con- 
centration of sea lions on sea lion rock at Rockport, there is no habitation 
there or anything, but there's a good reef and a lot of salmon school out 
to there. Migratory salmon school off of there and feed. There is perhaps 
25 or 30 make their home there. Well, now those could be thinned out from 
shore, but to do it from a boat is impossible. 
And one other thing I wanted to bring out -- I forgot when 


I was telling you -- on three occasions this year, we have had a migratory 


school of salmon come by this coast that did not belong here. It belonged 


elsewhere. I don't know where -- whether they were north or south -- but 
at the time they came by they were travelling north. They moved about 
three miles a day, and we got to fish them for three or four days while 
they were here -- that is, sports boats -- and they were here each day. 
We would have to move to stay with them about three miles. With each 
one of those migratory schools, there was a herd of sea lions. Now, I 
followed the last one and as near as I could come there were approximately 
seven. The day the school was centered right off the hole right off here 
off Noyo, the sea lions were right out here, The next day, it was almost 
at Cleone Point. The following day, it was off the mouth of Ten-Mile, 
and each day that herd of sea lions was right with those salmon. 

Now, I can't assume anything other than the fact that 


they followed that school of salmon clear around Cape Mendocino clear 
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into the Eureka area, if that's where they went. And how much prey or 
damage they will do to that scbool in the length of travel, say, from 
San Francisco to where they're going, it's a hypothetical question, but 
it's tremendous, believe me. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Do you think it's more humane to 
shoot at a seal from a boat than it is from land on the basis that if you 
hit him at all from the boat, why, you're going to kill him; while you're 
on land, you might hit him on some part of the body that will not kill him. 
Is that the stand you're taking? You sort of mentioned that. 

MR, WELSH: Well, the control of them, shooting from land 
would be a better factor. I mean, there would be more of it, and there 
would be more sea lions killed. The possibility d@ wounding a sea lion 
from shore against wounding him in the water would be greater, I'll grant 
you. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions of Mr. Welsh? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Welsh. I appreciate having 
you here. Any further testimony? 

MR, WELSH: Mr. Chairman, no, I would like to call to the 
microphone a couple of other members of Salmon, Unlimited. Both of 
them are commercial fishermen. I would like to first call on Mr, Lowell «' 


Prine, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Prine? Would you sit down, 


please, and give your name and your position for the record? Would 


you spell your last name, please? 
MR, LOWELL PRINE, Commercial fisherman 


MR, PRINE: P-r-i-n-e, Mr. Chairman. My name is 
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Lowell Prine, a commercial fisherman from Fort Bragg. I've been fishing 


approximately 15 years, and I've seen quite a bit of destruction by sea 


lions, not only to fish but to gear, and gear is pretty expensive. A line 

on our boat, a troller, when it is properly rigged -- the way we fish -- 
costs about $100, and if a sea lion gets a fish, tears one line off, he's 

cost you a hundred bucks or thereabouts. Of course, that varies with each 
individual fisherman, So, it is expensive. 

And in shooting sea lions, it is comical the way 
different people think, their views on it. Now, this is a -- let's get out 
to a sea lion sitting out here a little bit, and you take a baseball. Let's 
hitit. Throw at him. You missed him. What were you going to do? 
You're going to hit somebody out there. Well, the boats out there today 
are the same thing. They are concentrated more or less in one group, 
You take a rifle and shoot there. You're going to shoot your fellow man 
right next to him, so it's out of the question. You can't control them from 
a boat. It's impossible. Without you want to thin out the fishermen, too. 
Maybe that would help. I don't know. (Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: If you do it humanely, I don't think 
the target would object. Go ahead, Mr. Prine. 

MR. PRINE: Shooting just to scare them, I don't think it 
bothers them. I've been off by myself, especially around the blind cove, 
in a light ship where there wouldn't be too many boats -- just a few big 
boats in there, scattered out pretty well -- and a sea lion comes up and 
takes a fish off of your gear. You shoot at him, and you know you didn't 
hithim. You didn't even get close to him. You just worry him. He 


comes up on the other side and blows at you, and you shoot at him over 
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there. Finally you get tired of thinking about seven, eight or ten cents a 
shot that you're shooting at him, and you know you're not doing any good, 
You pick up your gear and run, and you pick up two more so that doesn't 
help a lot either. I would like you fellows to ask me some questions on the 
commercial fishing if you have any. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Does the committee have any 
questions ? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: I have a question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Arnold. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: How about this cherry bomb? Is that 


effective ? 


MR, PRINE: I've never used it, but I have talked to boys that 


come down from the north, that brought them down to use, and one fellow 


nearly got his hand pretty well blown off with it, so he quit it. It's just 
a little round glob, you know, and you light the fuse and put a weight or 
something on it, and drop it. It goes down and explodes, but I don't 
think it even frightens them. It scares the fish away more than it does 
the sea lions. I think they'll come to see what the noise is. Some 
fishermen claim that it helps, and maybe they would be three to one that 
would say that it didn't do any good at all, so I don't know of a fisherman 
that's using them any more atall. They won't carry them on the boat 
because they are afraid of them. If something did happen, and they were 
carrying them ina box and something happened and they all exploded at 
one time it would be kind of bad. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: It would sound like the Fourth of July. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In your experience, when you pull 
your line up and only the head is left on the salmon -- of course, that's 
a lot of lost salmon, isn't it? 

MR, PRINE: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Do you have occasion 
where just the belly of the salmon -- big bites taken right out of the 
middle of the salmon, or is the whole salmon missing except probably for 
the head ? 

MR, PRINE: A sea lion, the biggest part of the time, will 
take the whole fish, tackle and all or the leader. If the salmon is on 
there and fastened to it, when the sea lion hits him, he has had it. He 
goes up and bites, and if you're lucky he breaks your leader or you lose 


your spoon or lure or bait, whatever you have on there. If he doesn't hit 


him good and solid and break him off of there, when the sea lion hits him 


he's like a dog with teeth just like a big dog. He can riphim. It looks 
just like big jaws or something that just ripped him out. If salmon or a 
fish that comes up with a part bit out of him, it's from a shark mostly. 
You can tell the difference in the bite. Anybody that fishes them at all 
like we do, we can tell the difference immediately. A shark will bite 
them off or they make a pass at them. They're fast. They just make a 
pass and roll and grab them and bite a hunk out of them. If it's a big 
fish, they bite a chunk out or they bite them half in two. Lots of times, 
they will pull one off and come to the top of the water, and you see him 
fighting with him to get him broke up to where he can eathim. He's that 
big. Buta sea lionyas a rule, when he gets one, he's gone. Sometimes 


you get one that is torn, but you can tell the difference immediately. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are there any other questions of 
Mr. Prine? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: One question. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator Slattery. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: In your experience, Mr. Prine, what 
would you say about sea lions' appetite, his ability to eat fish? Would you 
say they would eat not more than what we figure would be ten pounds every 
other day? 

MR, PRINE: Well, I don't know. He would have to be awful 
small if he didn't eat any more than that. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Have you ever made counts of how 
many salmon a sea lion would eat in a short period? 

MR, PRINE: I've seen them eat four or five, that would be 
seven or eight pound fish, or they might be less than that, but I would say 
they wouldn't go over eight pounds or ten pounds. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: And they would eat four or five of 
those and'in how long a time ? 

MR, PRINE: Thirty minutes or an hour and then come right 


back and destroy twice that many more, bring them up and shake them 


and throw them away. There's a sea lion on the dock off Morro Bay, and 


the fish company got him up there. Now he is a pretty good size. I think 
they said he would weigh around 300 pounds, 400 pounds, something like 
that. He got too expensive for the fish dealer there to feed him, so he 
packed up fish -- you know, scraps and stuff -- and he sells them to the 
tourists to feed the sea lions. It's too expensive for him to feed him, so 
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he lets the tourists at two-bits a package, or something like that. He 
might be able to tell you how much that one eats, but they say he eats 
all the time. I don't know. I don't stay in there all the time. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? Thank you 
very much, Mr. Prine. We were glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Welsh, do you have another witness ? 

MR. WELSH: I would like to call on Mr. Frank Haun, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Frank -- What is the last name? 

MR, WELSH: Frank Haun, H-a-u-n, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Would you give your name and your 
position for the record, please? 


MR. FRANK HAUN, Commercial Fisherman, member of Salmon, Unlimited 
and Silver Salmon Committee 


MR, HAUN: My name is Frank Haun, commercial fisherman, 


also a member of Salmon, Unlimited and of Silver Salmon Committee. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Do you have any statement you would 
like to add to the record here, Mr. Haun? 

MR, HAUN: Well, Ido. I have heard the pro's and con's of 
these sea lions and I know ~-- speaking of black cod -- two years ago, we 
fished black cod and we had one sea lion. The water was clear. I saw 
him take ten -- not small black cod; he would take the big ones. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Tell me, what do you mean by big 
now for the benefit of the committee. How large would it be about? 

MR, HAUN: Well, that would be over ten pounds -- black cod. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. You go right ahead now. 


MR, HAUN: He ate the ten black cod. We had a rifle on the 
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boat, but we didn't get a shot at him until he had taken ten and then he 
took -- After that he just started taking them off the hook, and then he 
would come up and shake them to pieces, but we killed the sea lion. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In your opinion, as a commercial 
fisherman, could you go by one of these rock islands that you can't land on 
-- it's too steep -- could you go by there and anchor your boat and shoot 
one from the boat? If it was on the land, could you hit one? 

MR, HAUN: I could. I have done it, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Could the average fisherman hit one? 


MR, HAUN: I don't know about the average fisherman, If he 


has done much hunting he can. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAM&: Well, I am thinking about the rocking 


of the boat now. 


MR, HAUN: I could hit one. I don't know if anybody else can, 


but I have done it, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, as I read the law, which is 


Chapter Five, 4500: "Except that any fisherman while engaged in fishing 


from a boat.'' Now, remember we're talking about pulling in lines and so 
forth at sea -- of course, I suppose that's the only place you could pull in 


a fish -- ''mmay:take any seal or sea lion which is damaging his nets, 


tackle or fish," 
' MR, HAUN: Well, you see, I broke the law then, because he 


wasn't damaging my gear. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, but he was damaging your fish. 


It says: "nets, tackle or fish," 





MR, HAUN: Yes, but he didn't do it while he was on the rock. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, no. That's not the point I'm getting 
at. Now, the point I'm getting atis this: that under the law you could have 
shot that seal while he was damaging your fish, when you were fishing, but 
I think that what some of the committee had in mind was that perhaps the 
law should be amended or they offer this as a suggestion: that after you 
are through fishing and you are coming by an island, you could stop and 
take a shot at some of these sea lions. While they were up there, they 
weren't damaging your fish or they weren't touching your tackle or your 
net. They weren't doing any of that. They were just sitting on the beach 
looking at you. You would have the right then to go shoot some of them 


and destroy them, providing, I guess, that you actually could hit one. 


Now, I think that's what the committee, at least some 


of them, have been trying to bring out here as testimony. Is that right, 
gentlemen? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: I have been trying to bring that out, 
and I have,been just working on this word which is "damaging". Now that 
was yesterday, is today and will tomorrow, as long as you got a set 
marker around that area. That seal, I think, is waiting there for you to 
get him fixed. Seems to be a little easier for you to catch, 

MR, HAUN: Yes, that's right. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: It just seems to me that almost just 
the way this is worded you can shoot them on that rock without breaking 
any law. What does the word ''damaging'"' mean? What do the lawyers 
say about that? Would that also mean that we could shoot them from land, 


too? Do we have to be in a boat? 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Not only that. You have to be engaged 
in fishing. The sea lion could be damaging your nets, tackle or fish, and 
I think that at that time, while the sea lion is doing that, then you can shoot 
one. But I will leave it up to the attorneys of the committee if it wouldn't 
be under the courts to determine whether or not a man could go by an island 
in a boat and take a shot at a sea lion sitting on a rock, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: No, they couldn't. It couldn't be 
done under 4500. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: That would be my interpretation of 
it. He would have to be engaged actually in fishing from a boat at sea and 
the sea lion must be damaging his nets, tackle or fish. There must be 
two things that are happening at once, and then you can shoot, Otherwise 


you can't shoot at all. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: Can I ask a question right there? 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, ask it. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Suppose a sea lion comes up and bites 
one of your, fish in two, and you don't hit him, and he takes off for shore, 
How long are you able to keep shooting athim? (Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Arnold says that you couldn't 
follow him across the state line. 

So now that's our problem, gentlemen, is that we have 
this flaw as it is now presently written. 

SENATOR CAMERON: I have a question, Senator. The 
description so far of the grabbing of fish and then shaking them apart and 
throwing them, is that only on fish that are on your lines or do they do 


that at all times? 
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MR, HAUN: Two years ago, I fished crab on another boat not 
my own. We were travelling from Bodego to Point Grays. I saw sea lions. 
There were a few salmon between Bodego and Point Grays. This particular 
sea lion I saw had a salmon that wasn't ona hook. There wasn't any 
commercial fishermen fishing there at that time, and they were evidently 
eating salmon there. They weren't going into the river either. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but let me enlarge upon that 
question just a minute. In your opinion, the sea lion wouldn't just go 
around destroying salmon unless they were easy to get at like they were 
already caught on a hook, would they? 

MR, HAUN: No, they will get a salmon any way they can. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but after they have filled their 
insides with salmon, they just don't go around catching salmon in the 
ocean, That takes effort on the part of the seal, doesn't it? 

MR, HAUN: Yes, that's right. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Where if he is on a hook already 


coming in and you're sneaking him on in, why then he can grab him off 
easily without any effort, isn't that true? 


MR, HAUN: That's the reason he follows the commercial 
fishermen, gets the easy ones onhis line. If you have five fish on your 
line, he won't take the smallest either. He'll pick the biggest. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I think that shows good judgment. 
I don't think I would want a little one myself. Are there any other 
questions ? 

SENATOR CAMERON: When the salmon are waiting to go up 


river, do they go out there and mutilate them without eating them ? 
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MR, WELSH: That's right, and you will find the steel-head 
apparently is a faster fish than a salmon, but you will find that in the 
streams you will catch just lots of steel -head in these coastal streams 
that are all scared up -- where the sea lion has grabbed him, but he didn't 
get him, but he is cut on both sides and from the center clear back to the 
tail. That is a regular daily occurence, but you see it off the mouths of 
these streams. You can stand up there on a bluff, and you can see the 
seals and sea lions, and you can see them feeding on salmon, The reason 
that you can always tell a sea lion took your salmon is that he comes to the 
surface to eat that salmon, but he is smart enough and gets back just far 
come away so that you can't make a good target. 

SENATOR CAMERON: I don't think I made my question clear, 
but when there is no fishing going on of salmon there -- outside of feeding 
on salmon -- do you see them, or do they just go in and catch and destroy 
the salmon without eating them? Do you know this? 


MR, WELSH’? The best I could answer is that a week ago 


Thursday a party of passengers went with me off the Ten Mile River and 


we saw the destruction of a beautiful big King Salmon that he did not eat, 
and he didn't take it from us and there wasn't a boat anywhere in the 

: vicinity other than us. And it was just destroyed. The birds -- there 
must have been 20 sea gulls hovering, squalling and yelling and picking up 
the pieces. He would just shake that thing and the parts would just fly, 
and he would drop it again and shake it and the parts would fly again. He 
was not eating it, because they don't do that when they come up with one 
behind the boat and they are hungry. They take the thing and, boy, they 


get it down in a hurry. 
141 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Senator Williams ? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator Slattery? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: I would like to direct a question either 


to Mr. Haun or Mr. Welsh along the lines that we haven't heard, that we 


haven't explored. Just for the record, how many boats are fishing boats, 


commercial boats, docked in Noyo Harbor? 

MR, WELSH: During the normal season around 235 to 250. 
It fluctuates with the run of fish up to as high as 400. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: And how many of those boats are 
owned by residents of this area? 

MR, WELSH: Better than 200, 

SENATOR SLATTERY: About 200. 

MR. WELSH: Yes. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: What would you say would be the 
average cost of one of these boats with gear and tackle? 

, MR, WELSH: The value of a boat, Senator -- is that what 

you mean? The average cost? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Yes. 

MR, WELSH: In excess of $12,000, straight across the board 
average. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: $12,000 up to say -- 

MR, WELSH: $22,000, $23,000. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: That's about 200 boats that are local 


boats and another 50 to 100 or 200. 


MR, WELSH: Yes, just about doubles with the migration, yes. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 
SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I have a couple of questions, 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, Senator O'Sullivan. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Mr. Welsh, you know where these 


places are where the sea lions damage these fish are pretty well limited. 


Do they do anything in this general area? 

MR, WELSH: We are only aware of the most prominent ones 
that we watch, Senator. Again, this is an assumption, but I see no 
reason to doubt it. Every stream that empties into the ocean in the north 
coast that has a run of salmon is faced with the same problem, except 
perhaps that the Klamath and the Smith that have an open mouth with 
sufficient water for fish to enter at any given time. I would think that 
the problem would be the same on all small streams. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I was trying to figure out some way 
we could delineate an area where you could kill these sea lions -- some 
distance from the mouth of the river; would you say a mile or two miles? 

MR, WELSH: That would solve one part of the problem, but 
it ‘oan wouldn't solve the problem of the commercialman during the 
commercial season, because your schooling concentration around the 
mouths of these rivers would not occur at the same time he's fishing. 

It occurs ata different time, different period of time. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: You don't fish from the mouth of 
the river? You fish further out? 

MR. WELSH: Yes, that's right. Now for instance, this 


morning the boats were ranging from three to twelve miles off shore, 


and the fish were apparently passing by with a school of fish out there 
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passing by to the northward, and they were well off shore. The concentra- 


tion along the shoreline in our particular area does not occur, as I say, 
until: probably October and heavier in the first part of November... just 
prior to the rainfall. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: We have a situation -- I am trying 
to draw an analogy here where the department has granted permits to 
deer hunting in areas where depredations are occurring. They give him 
a permit, and they are issued to the hunters, There are lots of 
depredations on the Sacramento River. Here you have a limited area 
where -- I am thinking in terms of a permit to be issued possibly by the 
department on application so that if the sea lions were damaging fish 
rather than -- you can recognize the difficulty in having this opened up 
indiscriminately for killing. No matter what you would want or what I 
would want, perhaps it's impossible. I'm thinking in terms: of the issuing 
of a permit to the fishermen, Thatis, there are 200 boats so there 
would be 200 fishing. There would be 50 or 75 who would want a permit, 
possibly less than that. Would you think this would be effective, a permit? 

MR, WELSH: We discussed that at quite some length in the 
“committee, the Predator Animal Committee in Salmon, Unlimited, and we 
did not feel that would be the answer to the problem. Again, as I say, 
we felt that the simplest solution and the easiest and the one that would 
be most acceptable to the controversial parties was the bill drawn by 
Senator Slattery, 444, and I still think that it is the simplest solution. 

I think now of a greater area than just our own backyard, 
because I'm representing a group that spreads far wider than that. I'm 


thinking in terms of people of San Francisco and Half Moon Bay and our 
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members from Moss Landing, Bodega Bay, and I think that if we start 


issuing permits on a scale that would be satisfactory to all of those people 


that we would probably get more involved than SB 444, which actually 
creates sanctuaries in that area down there and sets that up on a protective 
basis. I don't know. I don't think that it could be practical, Senator. 

It might be worked out. I mean, I am seeking guidance from you people, 
too, in attempting to convey to you what I see on a day-to-day basis 

out there, and you as lawmakers to help me in solving that problem. That's 
the position I take. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: May I point out that the situation in 
the case of deer:,, perhaps we have an analogy. 

MR, WELSH: By a permit system, do you think, in your 
mind, I might ask you a question: do you think in your mind by a permit 
system it would be possible at all to even maintain a stable balance of 
19,700? I don't believe it would be possible by killing from a boat, If the 
person be required to do it on water, I don't think it's humanly possible 
at all to even begin to curtail them. There isn't a chance. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: A permit wouldn't be required, 

MR, WELSH: No. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Now we have the same predicament 
in natural resources in the field of black birds. People want to point 
black birds. People want to shoot ducks, Ducks do damage to rice, 
These problems are very real, and they are not only limited to sea lions 
in the field of natural resources. 

MR, WELSH: That's true. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: And may I point out to you in these 
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other instances that it's done by permit, but you don't think it's practical? 


MR, WELSH: Idon't. Maybe some of the other members 


would disagree with me, but I don't think we can do it by permit. 


SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: One of the problems of course is 


MR, WELSH: The price of amunition for one thing, 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: The price of ammunition is one thing. 
The price of axecution of the program is another and is really more 
important and expensive. 

You're out there. You're on the firing line, so to 
speak, You see the conditions as they develop, and you can take action 
immediately. You're like a farmer with his property, but if we as a 
state try to set up a program where we employ people to go out and kill 
these sea lions we would probably kill the wrong sea lions at the wrong 
place and the wrong time and create a situation where -- 

MR, WELSH: Well, it might -- A permit deal might be 
worked out. There might be -- It would take a little study, a little 
thought. It might be worked out if it would be strong enough to cover the 
people. By the way, Senator, there are several letters that have been 
received here, or are in transit to your committee concerning this 
subject, and, as I understand it, that could not be present, which will 
be forwarded to you or given to you before you leave. 

But it might be something that could be worked out, 
You may have an angle there. If they could be issued in an amount -- 
For instance, in Crescent City where they have a serious problem 
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according to the boys, it could be issued in an amount great enough to a 
number of people to really do justice. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: That would be somewhat the problem 
of these fishermen, They have to stick together on occasions. 

MR, WELSH: Yes, that's right. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: We do have several letters which 
will be inserted in the minutes of the hearing before we adjourn. Are 
there any other questions of these gentlémen now? All right, thank you 
very much, | 

MR. WELSH: I have one more fisherman I would like to 


introduce for a moment, I would like to introduce Mr. Arthur Figuiredo, 


Arthur ? 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: We have him on our list, but you 
bring him up right now. Will you give your name, please, and who you 
represent, please, for the record? 


MR, ARTHUR FIGUIREDO, commercial fisherman and member of 
Salmon, Unlimited 


} MR, FIGUIREDO: My name is Arthur Figuiredo, and I'ma 
commercial fisherman. I am also a member of Salmon, Unlimited, and 
I've been fishing for ten years, and I've seen the sea lions take a lot of 
bread and butter away from my children right in front of my eyes, and 
I couldn't be able to do anything about it. At times when we are fishing, 
the sea lions get to following you, and you have to pick up your gear and 
run someplace else. And usually where there is salmon, there is a 


sea lion, and with too many boats you can't shoot at them. They will 


take a lot of fish. At times you rope:15, 20. You can't save one, 
147 





And salmon is very scarce, That's the reason we get a high price for it. 
A 30-pound salmon is $24,00. Maybe you don't catch too many a day. 
There's a lot of boats that didn't gross $2,000 in salmon this year, and 
it wouldn't take too many of these salmon for them to gross that much, 
So, there is not too many out there, and the sea lions -- There are 
days when they get half of your catch off of your hook because they are 
easy to catch. They are already dead. And I've seen two fishing black 


cod ~- The sea lions eat 20 black cod off my line. I fish black cod every 


year. In fact, I'm going to go in another week =- and:take.a lot more and 


not eat them. You can tell when a sea lion takes your fish, because he 
cannot eat a big fish underwater. He can't break it to pieces under water, 
That's why you can tell a shark cut. He gets half the salmon, buta 

sea lion he has to come on top and eat it. That's why you can tell if it's a 
sea lion or a shark, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: What would you say is the size of 
these sea lions that you normally see taking your fish? How large a sea 
lion would that be? Would you estimate it, please? 

MR, FIGUIREDO: Well, they don't have to be very big to 
take your fish. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, but the kind that you have seen 
-- how large are they? 

MR, FIGUIREDO: Well, they are about 3 or 4 hundred 
pounds. I've seen some go close to a ton, but not too mary of them, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Three or four hundred pounds would 
be an average of what you see? 


MR, FIGUIREDO: Yes, between three and five hundred 
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pounds, I guess. Well, an average, but there are a lot bigger than that, 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Have you ever been able to killa 
sea lion? 


MR, FIGUIREDO: Yes. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You have been ablé actually to shoot 


MR, FIGUIREDO: Yes, in fact, this last Fall I was fishing 
black cod where we. got: the boat still, picking a hook and line, and we 
killed three of them in one day because they came close. Those must not 
have seen a rifle before. At times you show them a rifle, and they will 
take the fish and they go eat it away so that you can't get at them. But 
these -- I guess they never saw a rifle before, and they came close to 
the boat and we got them -- got three of them. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions by the 
committee ? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Yes, I would like to ask a -- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: When we got a permit to shoot deer 
on our ranch, down there, that were ruining the orchard, we didn't use 
rifles. We used buck shot. In Massachusetts you can't use a rifle by 
law to shoot a deer. You have to use buck shot and a shot gun, I don't 
see why you fellows don't get some 12-gauge guns and put some buck 
shot in them, and you wouldn't miss any seals. You wouldn't wound 
them either. If you kill them, it would be a humane method of killing. 


MR. FIGUIREDO: I guess there is some that have shot-guns 


and buck shot in the boat. 
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SENATOR HOLLISTER: This is humane -- I'm just reaching 
-- The argument here is that killing humanely or not, if you're going to 
kill them, kill them humanely. 

MR, FIGUIREDO: We usually carry that. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Would you object to a restriction of 
shooting sea lions with buck shot with a shot gun? As a group? 

MR, FIGUIREDO: No, I wouldn't object to that. Well, we 
usually carry a rifle because at times there are so many that you even 


shoot to scare them away, but it doesn't do much good, but we try 


anyhow. Any place there is salmon, there's a sea lion. They follow the 


salmon. They destroy -- At the mouths of the rivers where the salmon 
went in, they destroy a tremendous amount, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions ? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate having you, 
Mr. Welsh. Do you have any other comment to make? 

MR, WELSH: One thing I would like to say, Senator, again, 
we place our faith and our confidence in you fellows in helping us with 
this problem. The bidlogists and the scientists that will come before 
you will, I do not think, solve the problem on shore. They do not see 
the problem the way we see it. We live with it from day-to-day. If 
they were out there on the boats, working out there, I think their view- 
points would change considerably. Again, as I say, we don't seek any 
radical solutions, We're not out to erase anything or send it the way 
of the buffalo. No. We ask honest assistance in a problem that's 
hurting a resource that we are all working together to try and keep 
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alive and bring it back to what we knew it was a few years ago. Thank 


you. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Mr. Welsh. 
Is there anyone else here besides Mr. Davis that came here to give 
testimony ? 
MRS. SARGENT: I have a paragraph to read. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, come forward, please, 


Mrs. Sargent. 


MRS, SARGENT, Re-called 


MRS, SARGENT: This is something of Dr. Scheffer's. 
This is by way of a little comedy maybe in it, but you're talking about 
what else the sea lions eat besides the fish, and I thought this was 
rather interesting. This was just handed to me. The sea lions are a 
curious tribe, easily tamed, Mr. Hollister. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: That's right. 

MRS, SARGENT: Flesh succulent and tender, back and 


skin useful. So you see you will have to find something else for them 


I guess now. They inhabit and swim underwater and crawl on land with 


difficulty because of their retracted forefeet and united hind feet, Feed 
on fish and marine production and swaliow stones to prevent hunger. 
I thought maybe that was rather interesting, wasn't it? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Are we to construe from that that 
they are going to eat stones and we don't have to worry about the fish? 
MRS, SARGENT: Well, I don't know. I just thought it 
would be nice for you to know. You're talking about -- Weren't we 


talking about food besides fish for them? So when I read about the stones 
151 





I couldn't help but read it to you. Is it all right, gentlemen? 

Mr. Hollister, may I just say that in looking this 
over now, I think I would be very much for you changing this for the 
cougars and the bobcats to be on the protected list, so I will be with you 
on that if you will be with me on other humane things. 

And may I just say one other thing to crystallize the 
one thing that you had me say, that I would be for some control. I feel 
as Mr. Gupta has very well brought out much better than I did that on 
natural resources there are many more questions besides depredation. 
There's water control and temperature of the water, and whenever we 
start killing anything there is so many other things to take into considera- 
tion on any natural resource that belongs to all of the people. 

So I say with him and ail his people that we need much 
more of a comprehensive study on the sea lions, and that's what I 
wanted to leave. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Thankyou very much, Mrs. Sargent. 
: Mr. Davis, do you have anything that you wouild like 


to add to this hearing now? 


MR. HERBERT C, DAVIS, California Fish Canners Association, 


MR, DAVIS: My name is Herbert C. Davis. I represent 
the California Fish Canners Association, and we have the same 
interest in the sea lion problems that the salmon fishermen have here 
because we have the same experiences of taking aboard one half an 


albacore occasionally, and mackerels, we have the matter of net 


depredation. 





We don't believe that there is any immediate cure for the 


problem, short of extermination of the sea lion, which, of course, is not 


being advocated by anyone. We recognize that there are actually four 


fairly practical problems. 

Now you have had a great deal of opinion testimony before 
you today, some of it conflicting but the practicalities are this: the sea 
lions will eat fish, and they have been eating fish for millions of years, 
And the only way you can stop sea lions from eating fish is to stop sea 
lions, and, as I say, we are not advocating that. 

The second practical phase of the problem is that sea lions 
do destroy commercial fishing gear, and unfortunately it is not due to 
the fact that they are just predators in eating fish. You have had a great 
deal of testimony from the lads here today. They are rather an 
intelligent animal and they love to play. They will get into a school of 
fish, and they will start throwing them in the air playing baseball with 
them. We have that experience a great deal when they invade a -- 
happen to get trapped inside a net of fish. Mr. Welsh testified to that 
effect. They may eat if they happen to be hungry at the moment, but 
most of the time they are curious, They get around the boat. They 
get around your gear. You got something on the end of your line that's 
interested it, that slowed it down. Here's an animal that they can 
catch up. That's not going as fast as it would under conditions of 
freedom, and that type of destruction is the one that concerns the 
commercial fishermen most of ail. 

Now, the third practical problem that faces you is this: 


that 80% of the average shown in the appendix of Mr. Anderson's 
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report is on government military reservations, It means that no legisla- 
tion that you could possibly pass would have any jurisdiction out there, 
So you would be put in this position: that as far as the southern 
California sea lions are concerned, 80% of them would not be affected 
by any law you passed, so that you would have absolutely no control over 
that group of sea lions, Nearly 50% of the Steller sea lions are likewise 
on either lighthouse reservations, federally-owned, and outside the 
jurisdiction of the Legislature. So, you would be in the position of a 
rancher -- and all of you fellows representing agricultural areas, 

you'll understand what I'm talking about -- You completely exterminate 
the coyote and the squirrels on one 1000-acre patch, and somebody is 
raising an extra crop of them on the outside of the fence, and the fence 
isn't coyote-proof; it isn't hog-tied or bull eye, and it meant nothing 

to you to exterminate all of the animals in your particular patch, So, 


here you have gota situation where the Legislature of California just 


doesn't have jurisdiction over a sufficient amount of breeding area to 


effectively put in any sort of an extermination or radical control pro- 
gram. That to me is the principal problem that is facing you. 

Senator Slattery introduced a bill suggesting that 
they take them off the protected list. If I thought that would accomplish 
the purpose that it warranted, I would say that the thing for you to do 
is to pass that bill. But I think that as Legislators you are concerned 
with this: will any piece of legislation that we pass accomplish the 
purpose of relieving the commercial and sport fishermen trom the 
depredation that is going on in their operations? I don't think that we 


can too seriously consider the conservation angle of the fact that you 
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would have more fish if you suppressed the sea lions. We have got 


examples» of that that are pretty evident. To begin with, some 
millions of years these sea lions and these other species of fish lived in 
these waters before we came along and got interested in them, and they 
didn't exterminate them. 

The principal example that I can give you is the 
question of the guano birds in Peru where by actual calculation, 
statistical procedure, I'll grant, it is estimated that the guano birds 
have taken between four and five million tons of anchovies or in excess 
of that for upteen million years. And when you discuss the fact that you 
can fish the ocean out of anchovies I'm quite sure the guano birds would 
have done it if it were possible. I have to consider the sea lions in the 
same way. 

I don't know that we have to consider too much the 
question of whether some other predator would come in and replace the 
sea lion if he was removed. Those things can happen. I will cite one 
to you.in testifying here, Mr. Chairman, I'm really testifying as a 
former Executive Officer in the Division of Fish and Game rather than 
representing the Canners simply because of my knowledge. In the State 
of Sonora in Mexico in the early thirties, due to an activated program 
by the Mexican Government on behalf of the sheep people in Sonora, 
they practically exterminated the coyote. They did it by the very 
simple process of providinganmunition for the banditoes down there, 
and kept them busy shooting coyotes so they couldn't create a 
revolution. But the result was that they exterminated the coyote in the 


State of Sonora. Within less than a year, the State was almost 
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destroyed by ground squirrels because the natural control of the ground 


squirrel had been removed, and the then head of the Mexican Game 


Department, one Sefior Juan Zinzer, came to us in California and asked 


if we would trap coyotes in California and ship them down to Mexico, 
They had to repopulate that area in order to rescue it from the ground 
squirrels. Now, we never got around to actually doing it. I think we 
did get a few down in Imperial County and shipped them across the 
border to them down there, because they found that when they stopped 
suppressing the coyotes that the infiltration from the surrounding areas 
was gradually building the population up, and it would not be necessary 
to replant them, 

But that's just an example of some of the things 
that can happen when you go out to completely control one thing and not 
expect some other element of the biological balance that nature sets up 
to take place. 

But we do have these practical problems. The 
first one, I think, and foremost because it concerns you, is whether 
or not any legislation that you should pass would actually produce the 
results that you want or whether you would simply be making a gesture 
to the proponents of legislation by passing it. The facts are plain: 
the destruction of gear and fish for the commercial fishermen is 
evident; there can't be any other answer to it, and I think that until 
some facility for your getting jurisdiction over sufficient numbers of 
the animals to exercise a program of actual control -- because if you 
can't control or have any effect on 50% of the breeding population you 


might just as well not be doing anything with the other 50%. So that 
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problem becomes a federal one. And there I think is where the 
situation lies, and in the meantime, your present law -- and liberalize 
it if you wish -- allowing the fisherman to protect himself and his gear 
and his fish is about as far as you can practically go with -- giving it 
a lot of thought, because it is very important to us down there where 
there's net fishing and the albacore fishing, but we learned a long time 
ago that advocating legislation and getting it passed, having it signed 
by the Governor and put on the statute books, doesn't necessarily cure 
the ill that was what somebody thought worked at the time. 

But we would like to be sure that whatever: was 
done was actually done, was going to be effective because we don't 
think that we any more than anyone else just wants to indiscriminately 
kill off anything that may be serving a useful purpose, even if that 
useful purpose is only in the ascetic values, 

So there is your problem, as I see it, is the 


practicalities of jurisdiction. It is possible that the State of California 


does, not have jurisdiction over a sufficient number of animals and a 


sufficient amount of territory to solve the problem. As long as you've 
got breeding grounds practically within your own boundaries that you 
can't take under your jurisdiction, you have a problem. That's ali i 
have to say. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Mr. Davis, what you're saying 
then is that these islands off the shore, 50% of them -- we will say 
that with all the rookeries there are more than that -- are actually 
controlled by the Federal Government, is that right? 


MR, DAVIS: That's correct. They are military 
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reservations, and the federal government exercises exclusive jurisdiction 
of the -- even the laws of California pertaining to murder. You've got 


lots of lawyers on this board. You would have to try them in federal 


court. We'd have no access to the property. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Aren't salmon also besides being 
under control of the state, aren't they also under the control of the 
federal government to some extent? 

MR, DAVIS: Not those salmon that are within the juris- 
diction of the waters of the State of California. But remember that 
these military reservations cease to be part of California. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, what I'm getting at is this-- 

MR, DAVIS: They are in the same status as a national 
park for instance -- Yosemite -- You can't pass any legislation govern- 
ing anything pertaining to wildlife in Yosemite. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: Then is it your thought that the 
three Pacific Coast States, if they wanted to do something about 
reducing the herds, would have to go together as a unit to the federal 
government for permission? 

MR, DAVIS: I think it's quite possible that you might have 
to get federal legislation in order to control the sea lion population 
on military reservations. I think that's that only jurisdiction that 
they would have, 

SENATOR ARNOLD: And they would attempt to control 
it themselves, wouldn't they? 

MR, DAVIS: Yes, they would probably tell you to go jump 
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in the ocean out there because they are much more -- Congress is 
further removed from the problem than you are from Fort Bragg. 

Now this matter was before me when I was Executive 
Officer 25 years ago, and that was one of our great-- The two problems 
that we had was this matter of actually killing sea lions. At that time, 
we thought, and perhaps still is, that the only effective method we had 
to reduce the population was to kill the pups. It was the most humane 
method. Well, believe me, I had the greatest sympathy when the game 
wardens came in to me and said, ''Boss, we're not going to club another 
one of those pups. They look at you like a cocker spaniel pup when you 
go out there to hit them in the head, and we'te just not going to do it 


any more.'' It's the most distasteful thing that you can ask any man to 


do. 


Now, that was number one problem, was the actually 
getting the job done. To begin with, many of those reefs are not 
accessible. If there is the least little bit of sea at all you couldn't get 
up to»one of them where you could reach the pups. There's no shore- 


lines or anything like that. Senator Hollister is very familiar with the 


Islands over there, 


Now, the second problem was at that time the 
Islands, the only ones that were a federal reservation were the light- 


house reservations, Anacapa, Farallons and a few of those. But since 


my problems, that's been multiplied. Practically every one of the 


major islands down there are now military reservations and access to 
those-- Well, here we got them -- All right, San Miguel -- 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: That's a little one, 
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MR, DAVIS: All right, but it has the highest population of-- 
the biggest population -- I'm talking about the ones that have the 
population, Santa Barbara, San Nicholas, San Clemente. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: They don't keep you from going out 
to San Miguel for any purpose whatsoever, if you go on your own 
business. I guess you know that. 

MR. DAVIS: Yes, that's right, but you can't go killing sea 


lions on San Miguel, I bet. 


SENATOR HOLLISTER: With state permission, I think you 


MR, DAVIS: I doubt it very much. I think the jurisdiction-- 
I could be wrong, Jack, but I'm quite sure that the Legislature is faced 
with a problem that is pretty ticklish, trying to legislate on federal 
territory. I think your lawyers will tell you that it presents a problem, 
one that is naturally of great concern to this committee. How do you go 
about doing these things to do a practical job, because I think it's a 
severe curtailment. It's not the 10,000 sea lions in Southern California 


that bother the nets or the albacroe, it's the one sea lion that chases 


you every day for a week and takes your particular catch. You are the 


fellow that's hurt, and there is only one sea lion that's done it. Now, 

to reduce the herd by 50% you may never get rid of that one. That's 
what our fishermen are concerned with, the practicalities of the 
problem, One sea lion that follows you all day and ruins your day's 
wages is the one that you're mad» at. You're not mad at the others that 


stayed home upon the rookery. 





SENATOR CAMERON: This is for information: have there 
ever been any real studies, the habits of sea lions, what attracts them, 


what repels them and that sort of thing? 


MR, DAVIS: Oh, I think only superficially, Senator. A 


great deal is known about the California sea lions because of the fact-- 
That is the one that is susceptible to training, and you can make him do 
almost anything. 

SENATOR CAMERON: Have there been any attempts-- 
procedures that would discourage them from coming within certain 
areas? 

MR, DAVIS: Nothing that I know of, Senator, simply 
because there wasn't the urgency and that brings something else up here 
that I'm quite sure Senator Hollister is interested in. If the sea lions 
are objectionable to the general public because they are a pestora 
nuisance, and you put them in the category of the mice and the rats and 
the other things that are controlled by the health officer for the purpose 
of suppressing disease, then the question comes as to whether or not 
this is a job for the fish and game funds or is it a job for the general 
iuilie. So there is a limit to the amount of money we have in the Fish 
and Game Preservation Funds, We're paying the bills, but if it's going 
to be a terrific job for the purpose of making some generalized control, 
I think you also have to consider who is going to pay the bill. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Well, you refer to me-- ['ll 
just make one short answer to that: there is no reference to anybody 
paying the bills. There is merely -- as long as anybody at their own 


expense can get rid of them, which is a very good philosophy to carry 
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out -- there's no tax money involved in this bill at all as far as I know, 


MR, DAVIS: Well, I think that's right, but I do think that if 


you decide that it's a mandatory proposition the state is going to control, 


that is, if it went that far, and that has been suggested here today -- 
that to control the size of the sea lions, and I think the matter is one 
of cost here, of who is going to pay for it. Something else, I don't 
know whether the sportsmen and the commercial fishermen should 
necessarily carry that burden alone if there is-- 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Could I ask the witness a question? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Senator Hollister. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Would he accept an amendment in 
this? Instead of the word "his'' which is on line 4, about the eighth 
word, It says, "has recently, is now or is about to damage his nets, 
tackle or fish, '' 

MR, DAVIS: Well, I think Senator, that you're merely 
sweeping Senator Slattery's proposal under the rug. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: No, I was just trying to get it so 
we didn't open it to the general public, that's all. What the fishermen 
are trying to do is get some way so they can get rid of these sea lions 
that are bothering the nets. Now, we have something here which says 
that you have to be pulling in a fish and at the same time shoot him 
with a rifle. That's perfectly impossible to do, if you read this thing 
literally. But if while he is pulling in the fish, and the sea lion gets 
part of it, if you lay it down, then it's not fishing, but then you can 
shoot the sea lion. Maybe that's the way to handle the situation. 
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MR, DAVIS: Well, I don't know if the language of the 
statute would change the situation, Senator. What actually happens is 
that the boys have got a gun on the boat, and the sea lion puts in his 
appearance, and he is very apt to throw all of them out of the net, and, 
believe me, if he is a good enough shot, that's true of the first string 
vessels because you don't wait for him to damage your nets. It's a 
threatened damage, and if you-- You only have one rifle on a first 
string boat. Believe me, they don't dare have that, and if they had a 
mutiny aboard they would start shooting each other, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Any other questions? 

Senator Slattery? 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Yes. One short one. On this 
appendix to Mr. Anderson's presentation with the military reservation. 
How many of those reservations now apply to the Steller sea lion rather 
than California, 

MR, DAVIS: None of the military reservations apply to 
Steller sea lions, Number l, 2, 3, 4 apply to the Steller sea lions and 
number 5, 6, 7, 8, but you will notice that 1, 2, 3, 4 represents about 
50% of your Steller sea lion population, 

SENATOR SLATTERY: I would say about 33 1/3%, 

MR, DAVIS: Well, let's see ~~ they claim what? 6,000 
on the average. You have il, 12. 


SENATOR SLATTERY: Ato Nuevo, where is that? 


MR. DAVIS: she Nuevo, that's between San Francisco and 


Santa Cruz, 





SENATOR SLATTERY: Of course, in our area, we would 
reach the maximum primarily under 3, 

MR, DAVIS: Yes, you would have trouble with the light- 
house reservations around Cape Mendocino. So, you do not have quite 


the problem of the Steller sea lion in this area but after all you are 


legislating for the whole state. There has been no suggestion that you 


are making this legislation only for Steller sea lions, 

SENATOR SLATTERY: But, of course, all the pressure 
that's been generated on this thing is the salmon boys. 

MR, DAVIS: Well, that's right. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: You understand there is no salmon 
fishing down in the gulf? 

MR, DAVIS: We have the problem with albacore fishing 
while the boys here have the salmon fishing. Bring in your troll line, 
and you have half an albacore on it. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No other questions? Thank you 
very much, Mr. Davis. 

Now, gentlemen of the committee, we have some 
wires and some correspondence which we want to read into the record 
at this time. It won't take but just a moment, Then I'm going to call 
on Senator Slattery for any remarks he wishes to make, and then we 
will adjourn this part of our hearing. After that, we will take up the 
subject matter in SB 1262, so I'm going to ask now that our secretary, 
Mr. Ford, read into the record the various communications that the 
committee has received for this hearing. 
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MR, FORD: We have a wire from San Francisco dated 


August 26th, The Sierra Club is opposed to the proposed removal of 


legal protection from sea lions on the California Coast; signed David 
Brown, Executive Director, 

From the Associated Sportsmen of California, 
their statement was:''being unable to attend the hearing at Fort Bragg 
on August 29 and 30, we would like to enter for the record the 
Associated Sportsmen of California's stand on the three bills on the 
agenda."' This refers to others that we will take up. "SB 444, which 
would delete the sea lions from the list of protected mammals and would 
create.a sea lion refuge. We favor this bill because the sea lion herd 
is increasing so rapidly they are a definite menace to our state's 
fishery resource. It has been established they eat 40 pounds of fisha 
day. '' I won't read the rest of this because it refers to the other two 


bills. 

From the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History ; 
in Santa Barbara: "With regard to SB 444, we would like you to know 
that the official position of the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural 
History is one of regret that the California sea lion could be removed 
from the list of protected mammals. It seems inconceivable that the 
wishes of a small commercial group should over-ride the public welfare 
in this fashion. Very sincerely yours, V. L. Vanderhoof, Director," 

From the Sacramento Sierra Sportsmen's Council: 
"The Council briefly considered SB 444 and SB 1262. However, we 


felt that a sound appraisal of these bills necessarily involves technical 


knowledge and law enforcement experience which we do not possess. 
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These bills involve matters in which we would undoubtedly rely upon the 
opinions and recommendations of the Department of Fish and Game. 
Hence, we voice no opinion of our own.'' Signed by Darrel E. Pierce, 
Secretary. 

From the Humboldt-Del Norte County Department 
of Public Health. ''This department is in receipt of a notice of the 
hearing to be held August 29 and 30 regarding SB 444, the 1959 Regular 


Session. Please be advised that the Del Norte County Health Department 


sponsored Assembly Bill 68, introduced by Mr. Belotti, which added 


Section 13103 to the Fish and Game Code, allowing expenditures to be 
made from the County Fish and Game Fine Fund for disposing of car- 
casses of dead sea lions found on ocean beach areas in the county. 
This legislation was proposed as a public health measure. Since this 
department cannot evaluate the conservation aspect of SB 444 except 
as it relates to creating of a public health hazard, and in view of the 
fact that section 13103 is. now an aid in removing the hazard, this 
department takes no stand in this matter. "' 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right, thank you very much, 
Senator Slattery, now I wouid like to call on you because we're here 
at your-- at the order of the Rules Committee, because your bill has 
been presented to this committee for hearing, SB 444, so I'd like to 
call on you at this time for any comment which you wish to make. 

SENATOR SLATTERY: Thank you, Senator Williams and 
members of the Fact Finding Committee, Senate Fact Finding 
Committee on Natural Resources. It's been a real pleasure to have 


you up in our district, and I am very glad that you were able to 
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make the trip, and I hope that you enjoy it. 

It's been a long and tedious day here, and I can 
agree-- I'm sure that you will agree that these seats are not getting any 
softer. I feel also that anything that I might add to all this mass of 
testimony will have to stand on its own feet. I have one announcement 
to make and that is that I have been asked to make this announcement 
that dinner at the Anchor Inn at Noyo will be at 7:00 p.m. All the 
members of the Senate Committee and their wives are invited, and the 


Noyo Inn is in Noyo, which is a mile down the road on the river, Very 


happy, I am sure, to have you there as guests of Salmon, Unlimited. 


That's about all I have to say. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Thank you very much, 
Senator. 

Let me say that the committee is pleased that we are 
in your district. Everyone here has been very courteous and very fine, 
and I might add that the testimony, I felt today, while it certainly is 
conflicting, those things happen normally in any legislative process, 
but I thought that the committee received very excellent testimony from 
all witnesses, very sincere testimony, and I'm sure that we're going to 
do our level best to come up with a solution to this problem which I 
know is vexing to all of you. 

Now, I am going to get right into this other matter, 
that is, the testimony concerning SB 1262, which was introduced in the 
1959 Regular Session. This bill would provide the reinstatement of a 
hunting license which was cancelled because the license bearer 


negligently killed or wounded another person while hunting. Well, I 
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realize now we are talking about a human being and not about seals or 
sea lions. This is a different subject entirely. 

Before I call the first witness, I want to thank all of 
you people who have testified today and taken part in the hearing and 
those who have just been here as observers, I think this is an excellent 


way in which to get these matters before the people, and they in turn 


get their problems before the Legislature. Any of you who do not wish 


to sit through this other hearing may be excused. 

At this time, I'm going to call on the representative 
of the Department of Fish and Game, probably Mr. Harry Anderson. 
Would you come up and we will discuss this subject? Mr. Anderson, 
give your name and your official position for the record, please. 
HARRY ANDERSON, Department of Fish and Game 

MR. ANDERSON: Yes, Harry Anderson, Department of 
Fish and Game. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this 
report will be much briefer than the sea lions, I assure you. 

Law enforcement agencies in democratic nations 
have long recognized the peculiar problem in regard to the relation- 
ship of crime and punishment. The problem is that sometimes juries 
are unwilling to convict persons accused of felonies or misdemeanors 
when they deem that the punishment is too severe for the crime. 
Probably this stems from the tendency, especially strong in America, 
of putting themselves in the other fellow's shoes, ''That could be me,'"! 
they reflect, and often refuse to vote convictions when they believe 
that the punishment is too severe for the misdeed in question. 
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We are told many judges and prosecutors feel the same way. 
Over and above their feelings, however, may come the consideration 
that convictions can be hard to get when the penalties are too strong. 
Judges with crowded court calendars and some prosecutors are 


reluctant to try cases without reasonable hope of conviction and may even 


go so far as to discourage bringing miscreants to trial. The feeling 


could even spread to the law enforcement officer who might hesitate to 
make an arrest both because he feels personally that the sentence will 
be too rough and because he feels the judge and jury will acquit or the 
prosecutor refuse to allow the complaint. 

Another factor, another factor involved is the waste of the 
individual's time on futile endeavor, whether the individual be the 
arresting officer, prosecutor, judge or jury. Some persons in groups 
think an example of a too strong penalty is contained in the amendment 
to the Fish and Game Code, section 1164, enacted in 1953, which reads 
as follows: ''Whenever a person while hunting kills or wounds any 
human being and that fact is ascertained by the Department of Fish and 
Game, the department shall notify the District Attorney of the county 
in which the act occurred, The District Attorney shall thereupon bring 
an action in the municipal or justice court of the judicial district in 
which the act occurred for the revocation of the hunting license of the 
person who did the killing or wounding. If the court finds that such 
person did the killing or wounding but that it was caused by a ricochet 
or that he was otherwise without fault, it shall dismiss the proceedings. 
Otherwise, if the court finds that such person did the killing or wounding, 


it shall revoke his hunting license, and no such license shall thereafter 
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be issued to him. "' 


Now this amended the original code section which was 
enacted in 1951 which read: ''Whenever any person while hunting kills or 
wounds any human being and that fact is ascertained by the Fish and Game 
Commission, the Commission shall revoke the hunting license of such persons 
and no such hunting license shall thereafter for a period of five years be 
issued to such person, "' 

The people of the state apparently did not feel that this 
law was adequate, thus, the amendment. At the time of the recodification of 


the Fish and Game Code, the number of the revised section was changed to 


12150; that's the current section. 

Since the amendment in 1953, forty-three persons have had 
their hunting license revoked for life. This is now-- There is now no 
provision in the law authorizing a court to reconsider a case where a person 
has had his license revoked. It's shut. The department does not feel that an 
amendment to allow a re-hearing of all cases where a hunter has had his 
license revoked would be desirable. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now wait just a minute. Would you mind 
reading that part again, that last sentence? 

MR, ANDERSON: The department does not feel that an amendment 
to allow a re-hearing of all cases where a hunter has had his license revoked 
would be desirable. Such a law requiring mandatory re-hearing would put 
added burdens on a court and witnesses. In some cases or some instances, 


cases involving flagrant violations that nothing would come out of the re-hearing 


anyway. We are informed that many persons, including those in the legal 


profession, along with judges and prosecutors, feel that the present law is 
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too harsh and that there should be some provision for revoking a hunter's 
license for varying lengths of time depending upon the circumstances surround- 
ing a killing or wounding of a fellow human being while hunting. 

An example, say a hunter fires at a game bird and a few 
pellets from the shotgun in falling hits another hunter some distance away, 
inflicting a minor wound. Revocation of the shooter's license for life in this 
case would appear too harsh a penalty some persons say. On the other hand, 
there are instances where hunters aim and fire at objects which they realize 
too late happen to be a human, If the target is killed or wounded, there can be 
no excuse for the hunter and any hunter so careless should never be permitted 
to hunt again probably. 

There is another aspect to the situation. We are informed 
that in some instances where a relatively minor wound is inflicted upon a 
hunter by a friend of his, he attempts to treat himself rather than gotoa 
doctor. A doctor must by law report all gunshot wounds and the friend would 


be in danger of losing his license, Self-treatment can easily be far more 


dangerous than the wound itself. The department does not feel or the depart- 


ment is not urging any change in the present law. If the change is to be made, 
however, we suggest that section 12150, Fish and Game Code, could be 
amended to provide that a judge could revoke a hunter's license for a period 
of from 5 years to life, depending upon the situation and the circumstances. 
In the case of a jury trial, the judge would be in power to recommend a given 
length of revocation time rather than recommend acquittal or revocation for 
life, which are his only choice now. 

I have a few -- as I stated earlier, there have been 43 


revocations to date. I just picked at random three cases here, thought I 
171 





os peptngens 


Re aE SR Re EAC RET ECee sR carNe 


AC aati na Sota cecttaet at Sas -4 saaate Aaa 


might just give you the facts that might be of interest. 
This was a fatal one. The investigator reported that 
Mr. X, the shooter, saw something move in young dense trees and fired two 


shots. The victim was hit by one of the bullets and started to scream for 


help. The hunter who was with Mr. X went to the highway to obtain help. 


The victim, who had been shot in the right groin, died from the wound. The 
investigator further stated that the victim was wearing a buckskin jacket, 
This is an instance where a hunter deliberately aimed at an object and fired 
two shots. The object was another hunter. The hunting license of the shooter 
was revoked for life. 

Here's another one, non-fatal. The investigator stated 
that X, who was a shooter, came up over a ridge and saw a white object near 
a rock, He fired once, hitting the victim. The shooter told the investigator 
that although he was hunting deer, he did not see any antlers but thought that 
the white object was the white rump patch of a deer. This is the case where 
a hunter aimed at an object which he thought was a deer. The hunting license 


of the shooter was revoked for life. 


Another one: the shooter stated that he had approximately 
15 years hunting experience. The accident occurred on the first day of dove 
season. The investigator stated that the shooter was swinging very intently 
on a dove and claimed he did not see the victim at the time. The victim, 
who was hunting, and was some distance away, was hit by about 30 pellets 
from the shot. Some of the pellets struck him in the face, both arms and 
across the front of his chest. The court hearing mm January, 1959, resulted 
in the permanent revocation of the shooter's hunting license. The 


investigator stated that he felt that if the shooter had been more observant 
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and conscious of his surroundings the accident could have been prevented. 
Just this last year, 1959, the total report were 91 

casualties, 22 fatal. There were 31 -- let's see -- there were a total of 
31 wounded and 5 killed themselves, In other words, 31 wounded themselves 
or killed themselves, and there were a total of -- 60 were -- or 43 were 
wounded and 17 killed by other hunters. Since this bill was passed, we had a 
total of 530 casualties. This included both killed and wounded, 108 fatal. 
This of course includes those that have injured or killed themselves, I don't 
have a separation on that. Forty-three licenses have been revoked. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Harry, if a man wounds himself, do you 
take away his license for life? 

MR, ANDERSON: No. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Why not? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, it's not that -- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: He's a detriment to himself, isn't he, 
as well as his fellow man? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, possibly it should be, but it's not so 
provided in the code as I understand it. It's only if he wounds another. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: If he has had no prior conviction or if 
he has had no prior charge of being careless with a firearm and in shooting 


a dove, we will say, or a duck up in the air, and the shot goes down and 


spatters this man and wounds him -- or beyond that, in your opinion, should 


his license be revoked for life? 
MR. ANDERSON: That's why-- why we suggest if a change is 
desired, that it be-- the penalty be varied. In other words, it would appear 


to me that life is pretty, pretty tough in that case. 
173 





CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In your presentation, you say that the 
penalty should be from five to life, is that correct? 

MR, ANDERSON: That's what we suggest, say. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. 

MR, ANDERSON: Could be a lesser or a greater, but we -- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In other words, you're not wedded to the 
five years, Supposing that I take my car, and I run over you, and I'm charged 
with involuntary manslaughter, and your widow files suit, and my insurance 
company pays off, so I've satisfied the claim. I can't bring you back now 
whether I had money or not, It doesn't matter. My license isn't restricted to 
drive. 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, at the same time -- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Long as I could show proof that I could 


respond to damages. Now what is the difference between that and a man with 


a gun? 


MR. ANDERSON: It's harder though in a case of an automobile. 


If you, well, say you were misusing your automobile. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Let's not say that I was driving while 
drunk. Let's say that I was exceeding the speed limit. 


MR, ANDERSON: They may revoke your license for a period of 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But they may not, 

MR. ANDERSON: True. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Isn't that true? Because your widow 
doesn't file suit only to collect. Now what's the difference between the man 


driving the car and the man with the gun? I don't get the connection here on 
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why we can take a man's license for life when he's able to respond to damages, 
in a suit for damages. He had no prior record of being careless with firearms. 
You're not going to bring the dead hunter back, 

MR, ANDERSON: You're not, but you're going to keep him from 
hunting again if he is a careless user of firearms. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, how are you going to deter- 
mine if he is a careless user when he has no record, prior record, of being 
careless with a firearm if he has never been cited before? 

MR, ANDERSON: In this case, you're passing judgment on the 


one case. That's why some people feel that it is rather severe, and actually 


you do not have a very high conviction record, or you don't have a very high 


-- or very many of the total actually brought to trial. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now say that again, please. 

MR, ANDERSON: Of the total number of accidents that happen, 
you don't have very many brought to trial. We had 43 cases where they have 
revoked a license out of a total of, I believe I said 100 and -~ out of 500 -- 
out of 108. Well, let's take this last year. We had 17 killed by other hunters, 
and we had 12 licenses revoked for life. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, are you saying that the 
number that are revoked for life are going down? Since the passage of the 
law? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, I don't say that. Well, since the 
passage of the law, before we passed the law, we didn't have them revoked. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, but I say since the passage of the 
law, the number of licenses being revoked for life are going down each year. 


MR, ANDERSON: Well, the number of fatal accidents since 1955 
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have gone down, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: They have gone down, 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, we had 31 in '55; 23 in '56; 14 in '57; 
18 in '58, and then we were up to 22 last year. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: It's gone up then from last year? 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, except we did have 31 and 23, You 
can't say that they're-- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now. 

MR, ANDERSON: The trend, the trend was down until last year. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, now, in those cases, are they 
adults or are they juniors ? 

MR, ANDERSON: The record on the juniors since we started the 
Hunter's Safety Training Program has improved as far as hunting. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But I mean in the record that you have 
here, in those cases, 

MR. ANDERSON: I don't have a breakdown, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: A breakdown on that. 

MR, ANDERSON: No, as I see the question here though, is the 
revocation for life too severe, and I feel in many cases it is too rough. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, don't you think the revocation for 


five years is too severe? Where a man can respond to damages, don't you 


think he'd be smarter and wiser after he wounded somebody and probably be 
more careful in the future, because he wouldn't want a second conviction for 
fear he would get his license taken away for life? 

MR, ANDERSON: It may be-- It may still be tao severe, but 


it's a lot less than for life, and I did mention five years. However, 
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something that could be lesser, could be greater-- The point that we make 
here is that you could have a sliding penalty or could even leave it 
discretionary with the judge. The way it is now, if you find the man guilty, 
it's for life. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You think then that rather than to have 
the department set up the number of years, it might be better to leave it 
entirely with the discretion of the court? 

MR, ANDERSON: I believe so. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Now, let me ask the attorneys on the 
committee, of which there happen to be three. In your opinion, leaving it up 
to the discretion of the court, would you think that would be a wise move? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Personally, I think a minimum of at least 


five years, probably, might be desirable. Change it from what is now 


permanent but perhaps make it a minimum of five years then, and of course 


the bill has to be examined by a court on application. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But you still think the five years is 
better, to have a minimum of five years ? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Yes, or some kind of a minimum because 
from a practical standpoint as far as the court is concerned, you would be 
apt to be finding the exception in almost every case. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: In other words, if the man had responded 
in damages, to a damage suit, and satisfied that suit, why the court would 
probably figure, well, we don't care about having any jurisdiction here, is 
that right? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, I don't know whether it would be 


predicated on responding in damages or not, Senator, but these trials would 
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be held naturally in the neighborhood where people are known and would 


probably have a situation there where there would be a lot of other matters 


in the case to impede the imposing of the penalty. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes. 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: I might be able to clear up that point 
on financial responsibility. There is a clear distinction between the two 
situations because the history of the statute on the cases of automobile 
accidents -- If you will recall the early history of that legislation as 
originally imposed, whether it was in the Legislature or whether it was in 
the-- Before the proposal was made-- It would require everyone who drove 
an automobile to have an insurance policy so that he could respond to damages 
or he should be able to show by bond or otherwise because of the fact that 
so many people were injured and there was no recovery. In that case, there 
is no case to recover. The penalty in those statutes is not for the 
commission of the act, the penalty is for the failure to have, to being able ; 
to respond in damages. It's a penalty for a different reason, and it's 
what is called "'one bite", kind of a ''one bite statute", because the dog had 
one bite. In other words, you're not required to buy insurance before you 
get a license, but if you have an accident and they revoke your license, 
unless you put up a bond or show that you can respond-- 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Couldn't we do that in the case of a 
gun-shot wound? 

SENATOR O'SULLIVAN: Well, you could, but the only thing 
about it is the matter of public policy, wherein you have enough cases of 


this type where you have need for a public policy statute. It's time to do 
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and act promptly, but the question is should we move into this particular 
field of responsibility? 

SENATOR CAMERON: I might add that in respect to the 
insurance of automobiles, that statute of revocation applies whether you're 
at fault or not. It's that that part is to encourage the carrying of automobile 
liability insurance, but in respect to the general statutes on negligent 
driving, in them there are provisions for revocation, but they are less 
severe than the ones on hunting. I think this is the point we really make, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: That's good. 

SENATOR CAMERON: I think they go from a year and then under 
certain repeated offences the department felt revocation was necessary. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: I was wondering if the courts wouldn't 
be the proper place rather than the commission which doesn't have that 
power normally. 

SENATOR CAMERON: It's the J. P. courts where most of the 
hunting accidents are reviewed. 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, about the only further suggestion I would 
like to throw out is that I believe the bill there mentions something about 
any re-hearing by the court ata later date. Well, that throws it back into 
the court again, 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No sooner than ten years from the date 
of the revocation such person may make application to the court in which 
the revocation was ordered for restoration of his hunting privileges. By 
that time, he would have forgotten about it. 

MR, ANDERSON: Well, he would have forgotten about it or 


you would have a new judge. It just seems to me in the interest of the whole 
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machinery it would be better to decide the case at the time. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Iam going to ask-- I realize that 
we're talking here just in general terms because I want to get this before the 
committee-- I'm going to suggest to the committee that the department come 
up with some suggested changes and contact the secretary of the committee 
who, in turn, would pass this on to the committee, some changes that you 
people would like to see in view of the fact that this opinion has been 
rendered here and come up with some suggested changes. Let the individual 
members through our secretary know about it and let them kick that around 
in their minds to see what we might come up with before next session. 

The whole thing that bothered me is that if I have insurance and 
-- I don't think I'm a careless hunter and I've satisfied the widow because 
her husband has been shot by me, why not let me go ahead inside of a year 
and hunt again? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: And get another widow? (Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I might not want to shoot a-- 


Well, I am hoping that I wouldn't shoot a widow. (Laughter. ) 
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restoration as long as there is insurance? 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: No, I'm not suggesting it except you 


take it.into:consideration., In that case, only the wealthy man would be able 
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to get a bond and the poor guy, the flunky, wouldn't get anything. You see 
he would never be able to get a thing because there is no law that says any 
insurance company would have to cover him like there is in automobile 
damages, you see, on these poor risks, as we say. 


MR, ANDERSON: Under the present law, there is nothing to 
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to stop the victim's widow or the victim himse lf, if he lives, to sue you for 


damages. 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Oh, no, Iappreciate that. I am all in 
favor of that. 

MR, ANDERSON: There is no insurance, let us say. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: But some of us carry insurance, 
I'm thinking of what I'm going to do for hunting, which I'd like to do if I shot 
you and got my license taken away for the rest of my life. 

MR, ANDERSON: Of course it wouldn't happen even under the 
present laws if it was caused by ricochet or if you were not at fault. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but a shot gun doesn't ricochet, 

does it? 

MR, ANDERSON: No. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I shoot nothing witha rifle. I'm 
selfish. Now I am thinking of my own self in that position. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Well, how about an amendment, non- 
intentionally or negligently? Wouldn't you be covered in the case you're thinking 
of? The court found you were not negligent? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but suppose the bird was sitting 
on top of a bush, and I'm not opposed to shooting at a bird on a bush. Now, 
you're behind that bush, and I wound you. I don't know you're there, but I 
didn't take proper precautions to find out that you were there. Then I'm 
guilty. 

SENATOR ARNOLD: Of course, Senator, there are a few-- 


I don't remember any people being wounded or killed by anyone hunting 
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squirrels or birds, so it would be in deer hunting that it will occur. 
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but I'm thinking of two men sitting 


side by side in a duck blind, and all of a sudden you pull up on a duck and 


your partner in the blind raises up, and you blow the top of his head off. 


Then what do you do? 
MR, ANDERSON: Well, I believe -- 
SENATOR HOLLISTER: May I make a suggestion here, 
Mr. Chairman? You look on line 16 of this bill of Senator Erhart's. 
Why not ''and the privilege to carry a gun.'' And then right below that, and 
at any time after the date of revocation leave it up to the judge? 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: You mean, then he couldn't even take a 
gun out in the field and shoot a tin can to keep his eye, is that right? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: Right. He's accustomed to shooting people 
and I'd say he ought to leave the gun alone. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, he's not accustomed to because 
he's only wounded one man. 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: The court would not generally find him 
guilty in that case. You could leave it go for six weeks or a month or some- 
thing like that. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but Jack, if he has a lot of money, 
and he gets into the court, doesn't he have a better chance than the poor guy 
that doesn't have defense or anything? 

SENATOR HOLLISTER: That sounds like capital punishment, 
but let's not bring capital punishment into this committee. 

MR. ANDERSON: Senator? 


CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes? 
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MR, ANDERSON: Well, I don't want to prolong this, but I believe 
the last case I read, the one I have here in my hand, brings out the point that 
you raised, and it also gives an argument for a lesser penalty. In this 
particular case, the shooter stated that he had approximately 15 years of 
hunting experience, The accident occurred on the first day of dove season, 
The investigator indicated that the shooter was swinging very intently on the 
dove and claimed he did not see the victim at the time. The victim, who was 
hunting and was some distance away,was hit with about 30 pellets from the 
shot. Some of the pellets struck him in the face, both arms and across the 
chest -- across the chest. A court hearing on January 12th resulted in the 
permanent revocation of his hunting license. This is a case where a-- It's 
a lot different from these other cases where the fellow says, ''Yes, I saw that 
white patch up there, but I thought it was a rump of a deer, "' 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, I can understand that. I think you 


have a point there, but Harry, isn't it true that if the person that did the 


shooting satisfies these deceaseds' relatives he won't have such a difficult 


time in court? 


MR. ANDERSON: Well, of course, that's up to the District 
Attorney. He's supposed to bring him in regardless of his ability to pay. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Yes, but if some widow gets on the stand 
and says,:''That man shot my husband," where if she doesn't get on the stand 
and say it, isn't there a difference in the eyes of the court? Well, now, 
gentlemen, that is what I'm trying to get at. 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, you're bringing in financial responsibility 
which I believe is something additional to what we have here. It still may 


be well worthwhile. 
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CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: Well, I'm going to ask this, gentlemen, 
because I don't want to prolong this hearing. I realize you're tired. -- To 
have Harry and his staff come up with their suggestions, send it over to Ford, 
let him run it off on the multigraph system and send you a copy. Take a good 


look at it, all of you take a good look at it because I'm thinking about the 


legal end of it as it affects a man in court, because to me that's what the issue 


is going to be when you geta bill up there. Now, do any of you have any 
objections to that? 

SENATOR ARNOLD: It's a good idea. 

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS: All right. Suppose then we leave it right 
at that point. 

And now I have just a couple of more things. I just want 
to take your time for a minute. I'm going to ask our secretary if he will 
write a letter of thanks to the board in charge of the Veterans' Hall for the 
meeting place here, to the Mayor of the City for his kindness and hospitality, 
and also the Chairman of the Harbor Commission and their board for their 
kindness to us and the other people, Mrs. Mary Pardini, Secretary of the 
Chamber of Commerce and Mr. Waughn, and the other people who have been 
-- you know -- arranged for all these things. 

And then I'm going to ask, too, that we show in the 
minutes that we adjourned today in memory of Senator Erhart. We were 
discussing his bill} 1262, and I want to show that in the minutes and also 
to have our secretary send a part of that transcription of the minutes tc 
Mrs. Erhart just as a momento to her that we were thinking about Al. He 
was a good man on this Fish and Game question, and he was chairman of 


the Standing Committee, and I know that his death saddens us all. 
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The meeting was adjourned in memory of the Honorable 


A. A. Erhart, State Senator, San Luis Obispo County. 





APPENDIX A 


STATEMENT OF HONORABLE SANBORN YOUNG AND L. J. MOITOZO 


For millions of years before the white man came to the Pacific Coast of 
America, tremendous herds of seals and sea lions as well as other sea mammals 
could be found here. Conservative estimates placed these ancient herds in the 
hundreds of thousands. During this period, the fish population, particularly the 
salmon, were also abundant to a point where it was assumed that they could never 
be depleted. It is safe to say that the salmon and the sea lion have long since 
settled their peace -- the battle is now between man and the sea lion. 


A quick look at the history of the seal and sea lion herds in California 
reveals some rather interesting data. Between 1860 and 1870, the herds were 
reduced to a few hundred individuals. They were killed in tremendous numbers 
for their oil and hides. Naturally, it soon became difficult to obtain sea lions 
and the exploitation became unprofitable. 


Prior to the 1930's, "'trimming'" hunters pursued the bulls of both species 
of sea lions for their genitals and gall bladders which were sold in the orient 
for various nostrums. 


Again in the early 1940's, a southern California company killed sea lions 
on a rather limited scale in Baja California. The hides were processed into 
leather and the carcasses were canned for sale as pet food. The director of the 
San Diego Museum, the late Clinton Abbott, was mainly responsible for urging 
the Mexican Government to forbid this practice. 


In the early 1950's, several individuals have tried but have been un- 
successful financially in converting sea lions into an economic resource, Today 
about the only economic value they have is as ''trained seals'' that are often seen 
entertaining youngsters and grownups. 


As you know, sea lions are gregarious and congregate in easily seen 
herds. This would facilitate the destruction of tremendous numbers of animals 
by bombing, shooting, harpooning, poisoning or in any number of ways -- 
depending on the emotional condition of the people involved. The inshore herds 
disposed of in this way pose a tremendous health problem. The problem of sea 
lion carcasses decaying on the beach is already important as indicated in 
"Vector Views'', October 1958. The proposed refuges which total some twenty- 
odd miles long contain from an estimated 700 to 3000 sea lions. If, say, 
eighty percent of the remainder of the herd are surreptiously destroyed, there 
would be ten million, four hundred thousand pounds of sea lion carcasses 
bobbing in the sea and stinking up the seashore advertising the folly of SB 444, 


Periodically, sea lions have been condemned by both commercial and 
sport fishermen and a number of investigations have been made in regard to the 
role of sea lion in relationship to edible fish. A good deal of information has 
been gathered by biologists whose findings are always accepted except perhaps 
when they do not confirm the assertions of fishermen. 
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The last quarter century has seen a tremendous increase in the amount 
of fish taken on the west coast and as the once large supply now begins to show 
evidence of decline and some more desirable species becomes difficult to catch, 
we very humanly ascribe the situation to agencies unrelated to man's activity, 


such as the sea lions. 


The Atlantic Coast fishing resources have also been depleted, perhaps 
to a greater degree than those of the west coast. Oddly, there are no sea lions 
present on the eastern sea coast, 


The March 1959 issue of ''Westways'' points to an interesting situation 
at Ano Nuevo Island. Here is one of the largest sea lion herds in California, 
numbering some 2, 500 individuals. On this very island, right by the very 
rocks on which the Steller sea lions sun:themselves -- there is excellent fishing 
-- and the offshore waters are the best fishing grounds along the entire coast 
-- a "favorite of the party boats from Santa Cruz, "' 


Reports and studies from good reputable scientists show that at least 
75% of the sea lion's food consists of fish that are not considered food fish. 
There have been numerous instances where the stomachs contained large numbers 
of lamprey, voracious fish destroyers. Many of the ground and rough fish 
eaten by sea lions eat either eggs and fry of food fish or compete with them for 
habitat. I wonder if this might not account for the good fishing around Afvio Nuevo 


Point? 


Removing sea lions from the protected list of California mammals will 
accomplish little for the salmon or any other fish. There are many other 
predators in the sea -- in fact there are few animals in the sea that are not 
predators. Practically the only edible things in the ocean to eat are fish. 
Really the only sin the sea lions commit‘is to be visible. There are many other 
sea forms - sharks, barracuda, whales, any of the larger fish, that exist in 
huge numbers and consume literally thousands of tons of fish. No living organ- 
ism can be classified as all good or all bad. We could make a case for or 
against any living thing depending on our interest and point of view. There are 
undoubtedly reasons for controlling animals that interfere with human interests 
and the law now in effect allows the fisherman to protect his catch from seals 
and sea lions. Furthermore, the law now in effect provides that the Fish and 
Game Department may reduce the seal and sea lion herd when and if such is 


advisable. 


Catching fish is no longer easy -- and to the commercial fisherman the 
loss or damage of a catch is apt to be quite an emotional matter, even when no 
sea lions are present. The sports fisherman is apt to lose quite a bit of 
adrenalin when, after fishing for a considerable length of time, he gets one 
only to lose it... be it snag, or a broken leader, or a frayed or snarled line 
--. or to a sea lion. Control measures must be based on information and 
logic. Not long ago Mourning Doves were accused of depredating grain fields. 
In fact, one could go out to the grain fields and actually see them eating grain 
-. and what more evidence did you need. A critical analysis of the crops of 
these animals showed that as you might expect -- they were eating grain. 
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A close examination of the grain, however, revealed that it had not sprouted in 
the ground but on the surface because the stems of the plants were green all the 
way to the seed whereas with grain planted in the ground the section of the stem 
underground is white. If this situation had been resolved by visual evidence alone 
Mourning Doves would be considered a pest. 


The current information we have indicates that 75% of the sea lions' food 
is of little consequence to man. Many of the fish eaten by sea lions are 
undesirable and if they were without natural controls could become important 
problems. There may be some need of controlling sea lions around the mouths 
of some rivers, but there is no need to further complicate legislation. The Fish 
and Game Department can reduce the sea lion population whenever such course 


is deemed advisable. 


To remove sea lions from the protected list of mammals is to allow 
them to be shot, harpooned, poisoned, bombed or whatever and to allow the 
carcasses to bob in the sea and rot on the beach. This is unwarranted... and 
unfair to the tax-burdened public... who are bound to become aroused and 
vociferous. The carnage that would result from the passage of SB 444 is froma 
moral standpoint sickening and from a biological standpoint abhorent. 





